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PREFATORY REMARKS 


This booklet is intended for readers v/ho have 
already gone through Sankara's Sutra- Bhashya, either 
in the original Sanskrit as taught by our Pundits, or 
v/ith the help of sonae English translation under the 
guidance of some College Professor in one of our 
Universities. 

Critical students who earnestly desire to ascertain 
the exact tenor of the Vedantic System as brought out 
by that world-famous teacher, are usually bewildered 
by the conflicting presentations of the drift of the 
system as found in the various sub commentaries 
and the varying estimates of the system found in 
the writings of modern oriental scholars who have 
attempted to summarize the teaching of Vedanta. 
Beginners find little or no solace in the judgment of 
either learned Vidwans or Professors. The former think 
that the followers of different Vyakhyana Systems have 
given different expositions of Vedanta only because 
they judge the Truth from different angles of vision ; 
and this in no way affects Reality, since after all, the 
various modes of treatment are only in the Vyavaharic 
(empirical) field ! Most of the Oriental scholars, on 
their part, are inclined to think that the ancient 
Vedanta before S'ankara and Gaudapada, laid more 
emphasis on Upasana, and did not stress the unreality 
of phenomena. The general prevailing view about 
S'ankara, is that he (and Gaudapada) probably ushered 
in a revolution in Advaita and that his system is 
very much influenced by Buddhism ! 
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In order to counteract misinterpretations and sur¬ 
mises such as these, I brought out so long ago as 1953 
my first Sanskrit commentary on the Adhyasa Bhashya, 
and subsequently followed it up with a work called the 
Svtra-Bhashya film Tetiva- Vivechanz in three parts (1964, 
1965 and 1970) explaining the pmport of the first 
four aphorisms of Badarayaija. la these works, I have 
attempted to show hov? some of the new doctrines 
in the subcoinmentaries and later Vedantic Bhashyas, 
are either unconscious aberratiortS from or deliberate 
accretions to the pristine purity of the genuine 
S'ankarite Vedanta foisted upon it. 

The fact remains, however, that innovations of the 
writers of later explanatory works on S'aiikara’s Bhashya 
on the Praslhana-irayi (the Upanishads, the Bhagavad- 
gda and the Vedanta-Sutras), have succeeded in 
gaining the upper hand, and at the present day, it has 
been almost impossible to extricate S'afikara’s genuine 
teaching from the later additions and alterations. 

The earnest student of S'ankara, is today at a 
loss to distinguish the genuine teaching from the mess 
of controversial literature that has sprung up around 
the Bhashya. One is confronted with a number of 
disputes about wdxat has been called Avidys in S'ankara’s 
Bhashya 

(1) WhaS is the essence of avidya ? Is it the same as 
adhyasa or something distinct from it ? 

(2) What is exactly ? Is it an entirely different 

something (what is superimposed like the silver on nacre) 
or epistemic (superimposition itself) ? Or is it a generic 
term denoting both of these ? 
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(3) What does S ankara exactly mean when he says 

^ 

? Is he referring to a species of misconception here 
or to Avidya-Sakti (the material cause) of false phenomena ? 

(4) Is Avidya different from Mafa^ or are the terms 
avidya and Maya mutually convertible^ both denoting the 
same thing ? 

(5) What is really the locus of avidya ? Is it the Jiva 
(individual soul) or is it Brahman ? Or is it Pure Consci¬ 
ousness itself devoid of all distinction ? 

(6) Is avidya being or non-being ? Or is it something 
undefinable as either ? 

(7) In what sense is beginningless ? How is it 

endless ? 

(8) What is the nature of Vidya ? What is exactly 
meant by the term Atmaikatvavidya ? 

(9) How does Vidya remove avidya 1 Is there a trace 
of avidya left over even after its removal by Vidya ? 

(10) Is there anything remaining to be done by the 
knower even after the dawn of Vidya ? 

(11) Is absolute Release attainable in this very birth 
of the knower ? Or is there any difference in kind or degree 
between Release while living and Release after death ? 

(12) Arc all karmas sublated by Jnana ? Or has the 
fructifying karma to be exhausted by experiencing its 
fruits ? 

(13) How many avidyas are there ? Only one common 
to all transmigratory souls or as many as there are Jivas ? 

(14) How are we to reconcile Vedantic texts which 
ascribe certain forms and qualities to Brahman with those 
that deny all characteristics to Brahman ? Is there any 
distinction between Brahman and isVara 1 Why does 
S'ahkara use the terms indiscriminately ? 
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These and other bewildering questions have been 
taken up for consideration in my recent work entitled 
‘ Miscmcepiiom about Sankara ’ published by the 
Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarsipur. In the 
meanwhile, it has flashed to my mind that an attempt 
may be made in another direction so as to simplify 
all difficulties without entering into the arena of 
dispute and debate. The present brochure is an 
experiment in that direction. 

For more reasons than one, 1 have chosen the 
Introduction to the Sutra-Bhnshja for illustrating how 
the perplexed student of S'afikara’s traditional Vedanta, 
can arrive at a definite and indubitable conclusion 
about the most important cardinal teachings by 
appealing to S'afikara himself to settle all the knotty 
questions without taking the trouble of consulting any 
of the sub-commentaries, and can see for himself how 
far the conflicting explanations of later S'ankarites are 
faithful to the original. What is more, he will be able 
to spot out the defects of all such interpretations, not 
only when they import doctrines foreign to the tradi¬ 
tion, but signally defeat the very purpose which the 
Bhashya has been at great pains to serve from start 
to finish. 

The serious critic of S'ankara’s tradition, is advised 
to note the unique principles governing S'ankara’s 
system which most of the misinterpretations have left 
unnoticed or have altogether ignored in their zeal to 
usher in their own pet novel doctrines into the struc¬ 
ture of the Advaita system. 

(1) In the first place, S'ankara emphasizes that 
the tradition of Vedanta primarily treats of the 
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knowledge of an existent entity as distinguished from 
an act enjoined or even something sabsendeat to 
karma or meditation. 

(2) He therefore takes it for granted that in 
matters of enquiry into the nature of Reality (Brahmas 
or Atman) j we have not only to observe the exegetical 
principles of interpretation invoiviag S'rutis etc.,, but 
also to recognize intuition etc, as the valid means of 
knowledge for finalizing this enquirer of the existent 
entity is to culminate in an ultimate iutukioii^ hi the 
same way as the knowledge of any existent object of 
empirical knowledge. 

V 

(3) S'ankara’s system is unique in recognizing the 
nature of this ultimate Intuition as tramcending all 
empirical ways of thinking and acting (Vyavahrim) 
but as effectively removing all the Ills of vyavahara 
for good. This distinction of Vyemahara and Param&rthaj 
is peculiar to this tradition. 

(4) This tradition is unique, not only in dis¬ 
tinguishing the subject-matter of the Upanishads, 
but also in discovering the only method available 
in teaching the Reality. For Reality (Atman or 
Brahman) being an Eternal Subject and Witness, 
is not only beyond the range of all words and 
concepts, but being non-dual and devoid of all 
differences and distinctions as well as specific chara 
cteristics, has to be revealed by the excl usive way of 
adhyaropa-apavsda (deliberate superimposition of some 
empirical characteristic and subsequently rescinding 
it by pointing to a higher truth) and thus leading 
the enquirer to intuit It as his own real Self. Failure 
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to appraise the need and value of this method, has 
tempted the Post-S'ankara advaitins not only to formu¬ 
late some novel doctrine of their own, but to impute it 
to S'ankara himself. 

The present work is expected to expound the inner 
working process of the method and to provide the key 
to unlock all such doors as have seemed to defy the 
enquirer’s entry into the inner chamber of S'ankara’s 
system. Provided with a correct knowledge of the 
above mentioned method and principles of interpre¬ 
tation, the critical student of S'ankara’s traditional 
Vedanta, will find no difficulty in sifting chaff from 
the real grain. 

The Adhyasa-Bhashya, even while resting on the 
sure and solid ground of the Upanishadic revelation, 
does not refer to a single quotation as its authority. 
All the statements here, are supported by reason 
and universal intuition. Any unprejudiced mind will 
see that the entire Bhashya has been written in a style 
characterized with unity and emphasis to remind us 
about the innate human error called ^adhyusa’ or 
the mutual superimposition of the real Self and the 
unreal not-self. As I have shown in the Appendix, 
every link in the argument, has been corroborated 
and amplified in the body of the Bhashya, by a 
sustained appeal to S'ruti and intuition, which leaves 
little or no suspicion that some other doctrine may 
have been meant by gankara. And no amount of 
subterfuge on the part of later sub-commentators, 
has been successful in persuading the reader to believe 

that there is any trace of reference in the Bhashya, 
♦ 
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to the so-called ‘ avidyn-s'akti ’ ushered in by post- 
S'ankara Advaitins. 

I very much wished to take up the first Five Adhi- 
karanas to illustrate how S'arikara is in no need of any 
assistance from commentators to elucidate his teaching 
inasmuch as he loses no opportunity to explain the 
cardinal tenets of the traditional system. But owing 
to strained eye- sight, I have to rest content with the 
present sample work. 

My Narayana Smaranams to the Adhyatma 
Prakasha Karyalaya, Bangalore Branch, for under¬ 
taking the publication of this work, and to all those 
who have helped me in this production through print¬ 
ing, passing the proof-sheets and offering suggestions 
for the improvement of language and train of thought. 


Bangalore] 

28-9-74 I 


-■ SWAMl SATCHIDAHAHDEHDUA SAUASWATHU 





^§:»5t^'T w«*frewn«vi ti 


qsicw JT*ii Tia*T5iw^«€R gnai^q^n 

«jRsi?t: iT^sfea qa w^qRasww^iaissai^i^gilra, 0»-uft 
^faaioftjTO ^?j?aft5w^jo55W ai, wwisa^gai^^'m 

wigft^petB^sfftsrsPiBfan^^OTi^asi^aw^fiitia ai swn 
sajCTjasrwiai^ feg^5rj5?srwja«a^a ^*r 

fe5>»g>3t Brqra^iaiaT nenai ^ *fiaii<n}i®t>7*i- 


«T9 qira *i3[ *neqyiiVg;ia^^s%^ •t«qwwi«^ «aqt iJqifajsit 
«^«RW«3|g»jai*» enwi!nOTatft?Ra?i«qi«e^ifiWRn: sfimma 

grqqwH^aiwafel: ?ii^f35i5*i^q- 
sw^gf^fw^qqjf^a^ - 5% siq^sm •, *ii««raiiisf|frq^ «Hisaiat 
ftg qigwif^qqwt ^Ttwaar^aqj^: ga: ga: s^js^niqi?! «5 t*i- 

feqaqia«EW f^^aw ^jfiweii«5jwiqt5>a aqi^awjrjsaisRan-'gqnajrmiq?- 
qqiaifeqnm^; W^«n qtayf^^^qisagipni^ aiftasr - qf^(%g 
^lisB?<n %% M 

qqift a'5U?i»7OT^ »w JTsrefNsi q<i qtrnfta arfii^^oiqg^- 
*nqi5m?fr^fea?qi«^a-wsaw ^?i«an?qra)siftinra«jg[ s^sii 
«aw*naRa?w^8ifWJ^, fesfeq^tftawfil ^fat “a *iis?iaiqa*:^@^a 
^zf5ia«q8i%> aaift amse^iftra ^isRmw aaaqisa- 

=gi5!5fa qaiqsjTiifoi sq^am ^fi^a qsc?qia ^jsgsi 
^aa^ai^a a^a wi^aai sareaia^^^sjaai qftg^'^am^^^sg 
wraa^rKiaoi^noig.^sB h 


^Ta^aTi]^ ) 


wtaifTaawqiq^^oiia® ftaa; 

♦ 
t 




I ” |^iqT#qf^q^; ^i. ^ ? ^^J w. = l^ 


I- 

mh 

%» 

afi- 

ST- 

?!» 

q. qio 

f- 

mh ^i- 

5" 

«• 


q5Ts%* 

sftcTig- 

31#!^. 

go^ 


isa> Is''avasy6panishad. 

Ka. Kathakopanishado 

G- The Bhagavadgita® 

Cha Chandogyopanishad., 

Tah Taittiriyopanishad^ 

Pr. Fras^nopanishad* 

P». Fanehapadika^ a Stib-commentary by 

Sri Padmapadacharya on the Sutra-Bhashy^^ 
Br^ Brhadaragyakopanishad* 

Mu- Mundakopanishad* 

Sve. S'vet^Vataropanishad. 

SBh. S'ankara’s Bhashya on the Vedanta Sutras^ 



ERRATA 

qrqqjl; qqsj 811^: SpsjT^qjj^ 

^ I ^sa*tJn^m5^TwTORfEqts^ gi=sil?:'i^lJi^ 

II 

The reader is requested to effect the following cmerda 
tions before undertaking to read the booklet. Self-apparent 
mistakes have not been noticed here. 
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TO THE ENGLISH-KNOWING READERS 
OF THIS BOOK 

The most recent work entitled “ Misconceptions 
About Sankara ” by the same author would be a very 
useful supplement to this publication as almost all 
misconceptions about S'ankara’s System have been 
listed there with appeal to relevent quotations in the 
Sutra»Bhashya. 

Readers are strongly recommended to avail them¬ 
selves of the opportunity in order to refresh their 
acquaintance with the S'ankara’s Vedanta. 

Price : Rs. 3-00 only. Postage Extra. 


For copies please apply to : 
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Sankara’s Sntra^Bhasliya 

( Se!f-Exp!ained ) 

!• It is a pity that S'ankara’s Sutra-Bhashya, 
which is now engaging the attention of innumerable 
eminent scholars who are interested in the study of 
metaphysics devoted to the ascertainment of Absolute 
Reality, has been reduced to an utterly chaotic exposi¬ 
tion of Vedanta, owing to many mutually opposed 
sub-commentaries and critical estimates of the work 
by adverse critics. 

In these circumstances, I have deemed it necessary 
to write a short compendium attempting to show how 
S'aukara’s Bhashya is in no need of any other inter¬ 
pretation by sub-commentators or critics, when one 
notices how that great teacher repeats his most 
important ideas by paraphrasing in clear terms what 
he has already said or by briefly anticipating what he is 
going to explain at greater length in another context. 

2. In this work, sentences or paragraphs prece¬ 
ding or following the particular term, phrase or 
passage to be elucidated, have been quoted to illustrate 
what S'aiikara is emphasizing in the particular context. 
The student would do well to supplement the list 
by sedulously hunting out any quotations that have 
not been cited here. 
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The Absolutely Real Atman 

3. There are two epithets applied to this work 
of Badarayana by S'ankara 

(1) “ How this Unity of Atman is the one purport 
of all Vcdantas, we arc going to show in this Sdnraka- 
Mvfndmsd*^ 

Concluding statement of the Adhyasa-Bhashya 

(2) “ Of the Veddnla-^Mimdmsa-Sdslra which we have 
undertaken to explain at length, the following is the 
very first aphorism.” 

Badarayana himself, however,' has not assigned 
any title to his work, for he simply begins with the 
Sutra ‘ Then, therefore, the enquiry into Brahma- 
Jfiana shall be made ’ (Su. 1-1-1). 

How are S'arikara’s statements to be reconciled 
with the spirit of the Sutra ? The reply is as follows :~ 

snnra is the name of the iiidividuxl self 

limited to a particular body. So says S'ankara :- 

(3) “ Sanra means that he Is in the body. 

(Objection :-) But Is'vara also is in the body ! 

(Reply :-) True, He is in the body, but not exclu¬ 
sively in any one body. So say the S'rutis. The S'arira 
or Jiva, on the other hand, is restricted to the body ; 
for he cannot function except in the body which is his 
residence.” SBh. 1-2-3, p. 66, 

So also in his commentary on Su. 1-2-20, S'ankara 
says : 

” S'arira is known to be made up of the intellect. ” 

SBh. 1-2-20, p. 81. 







So the ‘ S'ariraka Mimamsa ‘ is so called because 
it investigates the nature of the embodied soul. 

And now for the epithet ‘ Vedanta Mimamsa 
The word ‘ Vedanta ’ means an Upanishad. The 
Bhashya on 1“4-14 is a voucher for this :- 

(1) The same Lord of all, who is stated to be the 
cause (of the birth of the universe) in any one particular 
^Vedanta\ with the particular characteristics - viz., the 
Omniscient, Lord of all, the Self of everyone, the One 
without a second, is uniformly described with the self¬ 
same characteristics to be the cause in other Vedantas 

also.The several statements of this nature describing 

the nature of the cause being never in conflict with one 
another. ” SBh. 1-4-14, p. 162,163. 

This S'astra is mainly intended to ascertain the 
purport of Vedanta texts. Therefore the name 
‘ VTdanta-Mimamsa ’ is quite appropriately applied to 
this work. This is corroborated in the following 
excerpt 

(3) “ For, Vedanta texts are cited and their mean¬ 
ing is investigated by the Sutras. The intuition of 
Brahman, is arrived at by ascertaining the meaning 
of texts, and not by any other means of valid know¬ 
ledge. ” SBh. 1-1-2, p. 7. 

That the author of the Sutras also proposes to 
show how this is exactly the aim of the Upanishads, 
will be explained in the exposition of the import of 
the first Sutra. So we can now safely conclude that 
this Mimsmss is called by the two significant names of 
‘ S'ariraka Mimamsa ’ and ‘ Vedanta Mimamsa ’ for 
the reason that this work has been undertaken to 
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demonstrate how ail the Vedantas or Upanishads pur¬ 
port to reveal how the real nature of the embodied 
individual soul, is really the one Atman without 
a second. 


?titi I 
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'51 !i g. st-s-n- 

ci^fcq =q - 

“ ^fSIt ? E!|l^ STHc^ 3 ?i 5 TTg I 

wafi5r??jq; ?i5fs':si(l^?njirg':, qTPj^- 

'tt- 

I =q 3?Riir |f^ ^^Fc5Wg;r;3: ii 

3i^ 5 l 

sirwR^ qiif q 

3?qRti»lrffi#f^ =q I 3 q?Jiis%qq. %% i 

55^cir-?^ ^ififiqq^fqrgqrl^^ i 

5ifi5q?«ir':q qftff^qq^ ^Ti'^qqii^: ^rfi did^j^qeifd - 

II 



c 




4. We have seen that according to S'ankara, 
Vedantas are devoted to teach the wisdom of i 
absolute unity of Atman, and this same real Atn 
is otherwise called Brahman or tlie real nature of 
embodied self according to Badarayana in the f 
Sutra of his Vedanta-MImamsa. This doctrine 
Brahman as the only Reality, is brought out in 
the Upanishads. For instance, the Mundaka Upanis 
says : 

“ This in front is really Brahman alone; that whic 
is behind is Brahman ; that which is to the right an 
left, is verily Brahman ; both below and above, is veril 
Brahman. All this universe is the most lovabl 
Brahman alone. ” Mu. 2-2—1. 

And the commentator on this mantra, says 

“ Every concept of non-Brahman is merely Avidy 
just like the concept of snake in a rope. 

Mu.Bh. 2-2-11, p. 16' 

But in empirical life, are found various phe 
niena made up of names and forms ; that there 
many atmans, each of whom is possessed of an agj 
gate of body and senses ; and then, there is 
external world which is other than atman. And r 
thinks that this universe itself is real enough. All t 
according to S'aiikara’s followers, is due to Avid 
and that avidya or ignorance is of the nature 
mutual superimposition of Atman and non-atin 
Now this doctrine seems to be against all reason 
first sight. The author of the Sutra-Bhashya has, th( 
fore, set forth this prima facie argument in the exce 
quoted at the head of this section, in order to s' 
tVie real Vedantic position in the matter. 
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This is the gist of the objection to the super- 
imposition doctrine :- 

“ The assertion that there has been a mutual 
superimposition of the Atman and the non-atman in 
practical life, appeal's to be a statement of something 
logically impossible. For the Self and the non-self 
are by nature quite opposed to each other just like 
darkness and light. Darkness is something that obstructs 
the function of the organ of sight, whereas light is 
that which makes the function possible. So are these 
two quite opposed to each other in their intrinsic 
nature. 

To explain; (1) The non-self is always an 

object of the knowledge of Atman, who is invariably 
a subject. The subject can never be like the object 
and hence there can be no mistaking the one for the 
other. For superimposition is possible only in the 
case of similar things like nacre and silver, which are 
both shining in sunlight. (2) Secondly, the non-seif 
is always something corresponding to the notion Hhis\ 
Everything which is other than the self, can be 
objectified and conceived as being an object that can^ 
be addressed and referred to by the concept Hhou\ 
quite unlike one’s own atman or self which must be 
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necessarily conceived as something invariably corres¬ 
ponding to the notion ‘me’. One can never think of 
separating onrrself from one’s own self and conceive it 
to correspond to the notion ofor ‘thou\ Here, 
there is the second reason why neither of these can be 
mistaken for the other. And (3) thirdly, the not-self 
can never cease to be an object of some notion, for its 
very life consists in being known as an object of 
Atman. Atman on the other hand, can transcend the 
empirical notion of being an object of his concept, 
according to S'arikarite Vedantins. For, the S'ruti says, 
that just as a lump of salt is saline through and 
through without any distinction of its interior or 
exterior part, so this Atman is of the nature of Pure 
Consciousness, and has no nature other than conscious¬ 
ness whether within or without. Fie is of the very 
nature of absolutely featureless Brahman (Vide SBh. 
3--2-16). But if this is admitted, where do we have 
any conceivabilky of the secondless Atman being the 
object or substrate of any superimposition along with 
the non-existing non-self at all ? 

( ) 
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Possibility of Superimposition 

5. Here the word ?t«itf^ ‘nevertheless’ is for con¬ 
ceding that the superimposition is opposed to reason. 
Even what is opposed to reason, must be somehow 
reconciled when it is found to be a fact seen in 
common life, according to the maxim ‘ There is 
no such thing as inconsistency in what is actually 
experienced ’ ; a fact cannot be gainsaid by mere 
reason. So the objection ‘ how can there be super¬ 
imposition of things of opposite character ? ’ has to be 
met by the reply ‘ Because it is seen to be a fact ’. 

‘ It is a natural human procedure ’ means that the 
nature of the human jxind is such that, in their un¬ 
reflecting cendition, men instinctively behave in a 
marrei quite ejfcfcd tc itatcr. 







‘ Owing to a misconception ’ is for explaining 
why the procedure is ‘natural’. Misconceptions, 
unlike right knowledge, are quite natural to mankind. 
Right knowledge, on the other hand, is adventi¬ 
tious, for it flashes only to those whose mind is 
saturated with S'astraic knowledge. Human mind 
by virtue of its natural inclination, is liable to 
mix up both the real ‘Self’ and the unreal not-self 
and instinctively thinks in the form ‘ I am this ’, ‘ This 
is mine ’. Here, the word ‘I’ refers to the real Self, 
whereas ‘this’ corresponds to the not-self such as the 
body. Man rarely suspects that this ‘mr’ includes the 
real as well as the not-scif, body etc. And ‘ this is 
mine ’ refers to everything, that is other than the self 
including the mind, senses and the body etc. All this 
will be rendered clear in the portion of the commen¬ 
tary devoted to showing that superimposition is not 
only possible, but is actually a fact in the common life 
of man. 
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6. It will be seen that in meeting the objection 
that it is against all reason to expect that there is some 
superimposition of the Self and the not-self as the 
basis of human behaviour in common life, it has been 
stated that it is actually found that all human conduct 
is instinctively mixing up the real Atman and the 
unreal not-Atman due to a misconception. This mis¬ 
conception has been there, for man has superithposed 
the subject and the object on each other and has mis¬ 
takenly transferred the properties of each to the 
other in the face of the fact that both of these are 
quite opposite in their nature. 

The words (^having superimposed), 

(mixing up) and ( by reason of non¬ 

discrimination) used in this excerpt, are enough to 
assure any one that the author of the Bhashya, is 
thinking of some naive mental confounding as the 
basis of all human behaviour. 

Naturally, therefore, one could expect that the 
question qiJT ? (what is this adhyasa ?) wants a 

precise definition of this process of confusion. Strange 
to say, however, the earliest sub-commentator on the 
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Sutra- Bhashya has interpreted the question as well as 
the reply so as to apply mainly to some objective thing 
appearing as another. His way of constructing the 
sentences of the Bhashya is as follows: ‘ 

’ gives a definition of the adhyasa. “ ‘adhyasa’ 
involved in the question ‘ What is this so-called 
adhyasa ? ’ Here (in something else) necessarily 
implies the appearance of something else. The epithet 
'smrtirupa' pertains to that other thing. Here Smrti 

denotes what is remembered. It means ‘ of the 

form of that which is remembered and not that it is' 
actually remembered, for it obviously appears as an 
object before us. That it is of the form of something 
remembered, is supported by the reason that it is an 
appearance of something seen in the past ; for no 
silver appears to one who has not seen silver in the 
past ”. 

Now all this description refers to an appearance 
of an object elsewhere and not to the mental act of 
mistaking one thing for another, which the author of 
the Bhashya has in mind. This latter adhyasa is a 
secondary matter for the sub-commentator; for he 
writes ‘ 

‘ For this definition may be supposed to apply by impli¬ 
cation to the knowledge of the thing appearing also ’ ! 
We shall have occasion to show how this is exactly the 
reverse of and opposed to what S'ankara himself aims 
at later on ; for there the Bhashya shows how super¬ 
imposition is a fact in common life. 
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7, The three alternative definitions or descriptions 
of ‘adhyasa’ are evidently the nature of the process of 
superimposition. The first view is that superimposition 
consists in imputing the characteristics of something 
to something else. The second view is that it is a 
delusion due to non-discrimination of the nature of 
two distinct things. The third view is that it is merely 
imputing the opposite nature to a thing. S'ankara says 
there is the view common to all these views that 
one thing appears to be of the nature of something 
else. This is best illustrated by the example of the 
nacre appearing to be silver, or by the example of 
one moon appearing as though it were two moons. 
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8. The sub-commentaries presuming as they do 
that differences of opinion are concerned with the 
nature of an object, appearing as something else, alto¬ 
gether miss the discussion about the common human 







procedure due to an innate misconception, and accord¬ 
ing to their pre-conceived Vedantic system interpret 
the Bhashya beginning with ‘ Mithyajnananimittah ’ 

This is how they construe the Bhashya : 

“The compound word ^ Mithydj^&na* has to be 
resolved into ^ ^ ‘False ignorance Here 

Mithyd means undefinablc ; and ojndna means the inert 
potency of avidya, in contrast to consciousness. And 
the word nimittah means having that potency as its 
material cause.” 

This literal rendering of the sub-commentary, v,^ill 
of course be unintelligible to the reader who is not 
in touch with the foreign doctrine. Therefore the 
author of this Tika has given a further explanation 
of what he means : 

“ This Avidyd-Sakti (potency of nescience) has to be 
necessarily supposed to attach to the essence of both 
internal and external things, for otherwise we cannot 
account for the appearance of unreal phenomena. 
And this potency does not ( in the case of external 
objects) obstruct the appearance of their real nature ; 
for its non-recognition can be explained away as due to 
want of the means of valid knowledge. For we know 
that the nacre is seen both before and after the percep¬ 
tion of silver. So in the case of external objects the 
potency is merely the cause of the unreal appearance of 
some other form. In the case of the inner Atman, on the 
other hand, there is no reason why the self-resplendent 
Brahmic nature should not appear. Its non-appearance 
is exclusively due to the potency of avidya that resides 
in It. So in the case of the Inner Consciousness, It 
obstructs the Brahmic nature and becomes the occasion 
of the appearance of egoity and other foreign properties 
which do not pertain to It. ” 





Now this interpretation is vitiated by the follow¬ 
ing defects 

(1) In the first place, it ignores what is expressly 
stated in the Bhashya and inserts something never 
referred to in the Bhashya. For the Bhashya says 
that all human procedure is due to misconception, but 
the author of the Tika disregards this express statement 
and makes the original mean that the unreal appear¬ 
ance of egoity etc. in the Atman, is the effect of the 
material cause-a hypothetical potency of avidya-which 
inheres 'in the essential nature of Atman, and that 
this cause has to be assumed to be attached to Atman 
for the simple reason that otherwise we cannot account 
for the appearance of false phenomena. In the second 
place, while the objection is that the mutual super¬ 
imposition of the Self and the not-self, is against all 
reason, the reply brings in something irrelevant to the 
context; for it says that we have all to assume that 
there is a hypothetical avidya potency clinging to 
internal and external things I 
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9. Besides, all the different views cited by the 
Bhashya, evidently refer to Adhyasa as superimposition 
of some property on something else to which it does not 
really pertain. They only differ about the specific 
nature of the superimposition. The sub-commentator 
overlooks this fact and insists on his own theory about 
the nature and causes of the unreal things ! 

And, what is more serious, is the fact that he takes 
no notice of S'ankara’s introduction to the illustrations 
of superimposition, which says ‘ asji ’ 

‘ Accordingly, it is a matter of common experience ’ 
and twists the original text to refer to the thing which 
appears as something else ! 

^o. ‘ 
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10 . True, the illustrations expressed by the 
propositions ‘ The nacre looks like silverand ‘A 
single moon seems to be two ’ do impress one at first 
sight to refer to some thing appearing as though it were 
another’,but these propositions mean nothing more than 
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what we understand by statements like ‘people mistake 
nacre for silver’ and ‘ some mistake the single moon 
to be two Nobody would think that the two propo¬ 
sitions ‘ It appears to be such ’ and ‘ I take it to be 
such ’ mean two different things merely because the 
grammatical forms are different. ‘ Nacre looks like 
silver ’ means, as we ail know, no more and no less 

than what is implied in the statement ‘ I think it to be 
such 

There is no difficulty, therefore, in taking the 
original ‘ ^^ 5 ^ 19517 ; ’ “ human procedure 

in thinking and speaking in the form 'ins' and 'mins' 
is owing to misconception ” at its face value, for 
really there is no identity or real transference of 
properties. We shall show how this is the plain 
meaning of this proposition presently in the 

course of discussing the import of the next paras of 
the Bhashya. 
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11. The original objection is further clarified in 
order to clinch the true position of the Vedanta :- 

There may be superimposition of mutual identity 
or mistaken transference of the properties of two 
perceived objects. But since the Vedantin holds that 
non-Atman is an object of the notion you', it passes 
one’s understanding how Atman who is always a 
subject, and external things and their properties 
which are invariably objects of the notion ‘you’, 

can be mutually superimposed on each other or how 
the properties of either, may be mistakenly trans¬ 
ferred to the other. 
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Now this objection is not well-grounded for 
two reasons : In the first place, it is not true that 
Atman is invariably no object of any notion, for 
Atman is known to be an object of the mc-notion 
in empirical life, as the objector himself has admitted. 
And in the second place, it is not a general rule 
that superimposition is always to be found to obtain 
between two perceived objects. For Akasha (ether) is 
not perceivable and yet unreflective people believe 
that the sky has dirt tainting its surface ! Moreover, 
the inner Atman is quite well-known to all as being 
not-intercepted by anything. Therefore, there is 
nothing unreasonable in holding that the immediately 
intuited inmost Atman and the objective phenomena 
are mutually superimposed on each other. 

( ) 
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12. Now, this misconception of superimposing 
the mutual identity of the one Atman and the unreal 
not-Atman, has been called ‘Avidya’ (Ignorance), and 
the right knowledge of each of these, has been named 
‘ Vidya’ by those who are adepts in Vedanta. The words 
Vidya and Avidya have each another different conno¬ 
tation according to empirical usage. For in common 
life, people regard that as right knowledge which is 
ascertained with the help of some means of valid 
knowledge, and that is wrong knowledge which is 
against the dictate of knowledge acquired through 
such a means. The ascertainment of the true nature 
of Atman, on the other hand, is not arrived at by 
any particular means of secular knowledge such as 
perception. On the contrary, this wisdom of the 
absolute unity of Atman, is attained through direct 
intuition ; and simultaneously with the dawn of this 
ultimate knowledge, all distinctions of the means 
and of the objects of knowledge, are sublated for good, 
as we are going to see in the next para. Since all 
human behaviour is seen to be known to be the result 
of the misconception of confounding the Self and the 
not-self, Vedantins call this particular misconception 
alone by the name of Avidya (wrong knowledge) and 
the intuition of the one Atman alone as Vidya. 
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13. ‘ This being so ’, that is to say, since there 

is nothing self contradictory in supposing that the 
mutual superimposition of the Atman and the non- 
Atman is only due to a misconception, just as the 
superimposition of silver on nacre and the super¬ 
imposition of being two moons on the single moon, 
it is evident that the substrate on which something 
else is superimposed, is not affected in the least by 
the demerit or merit of that which is superimposed 
on it. So says S'arikara in the body of the Bhashya 
throughout. All illustrations of super imposition, 
aim at persuading the reader that the super¬ 
imposition of the not-self on the Self, does not 
affect the real Self by the demerits of the not-self 
in the least and likewise, the superimposition of 
the Atman on the not-self, does not confer any merit 
of Atman on the not-self. Atman remains the same 
entity of the nature of an eternally pure conscious 
and free principle never tainted by any of the defects 
of not-self such as likes and dislikes, and never suffering 
from the miseries of the mundane transmigratory soul. 
And the not-self is never raised to the higher rank of 
enjoying the merits of eternity etc., which really 
pertain to Atman. No merits or defects attach them¬ 
selves to Reality in this case, because it is all a matter 



of mental aberration and nothing affecting the objects 
mistaken. 

With regard to the first of the two illustrations, 
for instance, S'ankara says : 

(1) “ One merely thinks that it is silver, but really 
there is no silver there at all.” SBh. 4-1-5, p. 467. 

And with regard to the second, he says : 

(2) “ The fact that one suffering from defective 
eyesight sees the one moon as though she were many, 
does not mean that the moon is actually many.” 

SBh. 2-1-27, p. 213. 

And with regard to the illustrations of the ether, 
he has written thus : 

(3) “ On the real Atman of the nature of being eter¬ 
nally pure, conscious and free, the form of being a jiva, 
just the reverse of what He is, has been superimposed 
like surface and dirt on the ether.” SBh. 1-3-19, p. 115. 
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14. So far, we have seen that there is no reason 
why the original Bhashya beginning with 
should not be taken to mean what it literally amounts 
to, - that all human procedure, is due to a mis¬ 
conception - and that the forced interpretation of 
the statement as referring to a hypothetical avidya- 
s'akti, which is the material cause of false appearances, 
is far-fetched. This conclusion is confirmed by the 
Bhashya itself as we shall see presently. That S'arikara 
meant by the term (mithyajfiana) just what 

it says ‘ Wrong knowledge ’ may be further seen 
from quotations cited from the Bhashya in the 
Appendix to the present work. 

Moreover, that the avidya-s'akti which is here 
taken to be what is meant by the word Mithynjnana 
- be it an invention of the author of the Tika 
himself, or borrowed from some foreign tradition 
and adapted here to propound this theory - is alto¬ 
gether opposed to the spirit of the Bhashya, is also 
seen from the circumstance that this sub-commentator 
attempts to prove the feasibility of its acceptance on the 
authority of the ^pramnna' ‘arthapatti’ (presumption). 





For S'aiikara here expressly declares that all prama^as 
or means of valid knowledge in empirical life are 
based on Adhyasa itself. This is also obvious from 
the fact that this writer identifies his ‘ avidya-s'akti ’ 
with ‘maya’ in direct opposition to the teaching of 
the Bhashya. 

In the lengthy extract from his sub-commentary 
which we have cited in the Sanskrit explanatory note, 
he has enumerated the following words as synonymous i 
'Avidyn-s'akti', ^nama~rupa‘ (name and form), 'avyTikrtam' 
(undifferentiated\ Mnyn^ Prakrti, Sakti (potency), 
Mahnsupti (long dream), aksharam (the imperishable), 
skssam - all of which have been expressly declared 
by S'arikara to be the names of Msya (the unreal seed 
of samsara) ! We shall cite extracts from the Bhashya 
in the Appendix to this work to show how S'arikara 
repeatedly declares that name and form* (the unreal 
material cause of the world) is invariably regarded as 
invented by avidya. We shall cite here one of these 
extracts just to serve as a sample 

in?n, 5t%:, srff^: - 

II WT. tn. ^oi. 

“ Name and form, which constitute the seed of the 
world of mundane life, conjured up by avidya, as though 
they were identical with the Omniscient Lord, but 
which are undefinable as Reality or other than That, 
are called ‘ *, ‘ S'cAtt ’ (potential energy), and 

*Prakrh ’ (primordial matter) in the S'ruti and Smrti.” 

SBh. 2-1-14, p. 201. 
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Whereas it has been proclaimed in the Bhashya 
that name aijd form ‘conjured up by avidya’ are called 
Maya, the author of the Tika has maintained that 
the Avidya-s'akti is itself the Maya and that ‘Akasha’ 
etc. are all names of that hypothetical avidya-s'akti! 
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15. ‘ This adhyasa the wise call Avidya’, ‘ Now on 
the basis of this adhyasa called Avidya as their prius. 





all species of human behaviour relating to the means 
of valid knowledge and their objects, proceed The 
repetition of the word ^adhysso' in both of these proposi¬ 
tions, obviously precludes the possibility of supposing 
any kind of avidya other than adhaysa, at least so far 
as S'ankaia is concerned. In this particular paragraph, 
he affirms that human behaviour whether in connection 
with mundane life or with life transcending it, which 
may be revealed in the S'astra, has for its presupposi¬ 
tion this particular avidya alone. This proposition 
refers not only to human behaviour but also to the pro¬ 
cedure based on the holy revelation teaching duty to be 
done or act prohibited, and the discipline to be under¬ 
gone in order to intuit the real nature of Brahman for 
the attainment of Final Release. ‘ nafnitsq ’ 

used at the commencement in the Bhashya, must be 
presumed to include the procedure of the S'astra to 
enlighten aspirants for human goal in their common 
life, common life being presumed to include human 
procedure in the attempt to attain the goals of life, 
whether these have to be reached in their present life on 
earth or through some transcendental means revealed 
in the S'astra. 

() 
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16. ‘ How can it be that all prama^as (or means 

of valid knowledge) have for their locus an unwise 
person ? ’ 

This question itself implies that the present dis^ 
cussion in the Bhashya, is about an unwise person who 
is said to superimpose something on something else. If 
avidya is really the mental process o.f superimposing 







something, surely, it cannot apply to one who seeks right 
knowledge about something. The followers of Nyaya 
have defined these terms (pramatr &c.) as follows 
“ One who is urged to get or avoid something and 
therefore engages himself in enquiry, is Pramatr (one 
who wants to know things correctly), that by means of 
which he ascertains the object, is Pramuna ; the object 
ascertainable is Prameya; and the correct ascertain¬ 
ment of the object is Pramiti.” This being so, how can 
they be pramaaas(or canons of right knowledge) if they 
are employed by one who is unwise, one who has not 
discriminated the true nature of this distinction ? 
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17. Here the Vedantin wishing to amplify his 
reasoning, replies as follows : True, one who desires 
to get what he likes and to avoid what he dislikes, 
necessarily discriminates and has the right view of the 
enquirer who wishes to ascertain the nature of the 
object and employs the means of valid knowledge 
as such, in his transactions. But the fact that he 
assumes himself to be one who employs the means of 
knowledge in common life, is itself based upon the 
ignorance of superimposition of the me-idea upon the 
body and the mine idea on the senses and the mind. 
Moreover, there is this additional human misconception 
of directly identifying oneself with each of the senses 
and the mind also as when one im.agines facts in the 
form ‘ I am blind ’, ‘ I think so ’, ‘I doubt it ’ or ‘I 
quite understand it ’ and soo n. The real Atman who is 
ever unattached to anything objective, is thus wrongly 
supposed to be identical with the body, and to imagine 
the senses etc. to belong to him. Hence all human 
procedure relating to the means of valid knowledge 
and their object, etc. is undoubtedly based on this 
particular species of ignorance. All these varieties of 
superimposition will be taken up for consideration 
presently. 
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18. It was at first stated that that all procedure 
connected with means of valid knowledge and their 
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objects, whetber it be secular or Vedic, presupposes 
adhyssa. (otherwise called avidyaX How fhis is, has 
been explained by appealing to intuition and ampli¬ 
fied by showing that all employment of the organs of 
sense, presupposes the superimposition of the body on 
the Self supposing it as something corresponding to 
the notion ‘me^ while the senses located in the body, 
function only when treated as psertaining to oneself. 

It is now proposed to amplify what was originally 
implied by the term (human procedure) by 

citing the illustration of the procedure of lower animals 
like beasts. It is wellknown that lower animals like 
beasts court or shun objects which they like or 
dislike instinctively and not on the basis of any correct 
knowledge arrived at by reasoning. The behaviour of 
rational beings like men, is also just like that of lower 
animals ; for they also instinctively proceed to get 
things which they like, and turn away from things 
which they dislike without having recourse to any 
reasoning at the time of their engagement in any 
action. The only difference between the two, is that 
men can apply their means of valid knowledge and know 
by reasoning why they are forced to act in the wrong 
way they usually do. That all action is based on mis¬ 
conception due to non-discrimination at the time of 
acting, is common to all creatures. It is thus evident, 
that S'ankara is referring to human behaviour in the 
form of activity in particular, when he says that 
instinctive behaviour of men is due to a series of mis¬ 
conceptions due to non-discrimination of the distinct 
nature of Atman and not-atman. 
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19. It may be admitted that one who engages 
oneself in acts concerning secular life, is ignorant of 
the true nature of Vedic matters ; but how can one 
who has ascertained his nature as related to another 
birth or to the other world, be said to be ignorant ? 
Has he not acquired the knowledge of his self as 
distinct from the present body, and also as trying in 
the present life to reap the fruit of his action in some 
other birth or in another world ? 

To this objection, the Vedantin’s reply is ‘ True, 
he does have the knowledge of his self as distinct from 
the body of the present life, but still he is ignorant of 
the true nature of his Real Self knowable only through 
Vedanta, the nature of Atman who is beyond ‘ hunger 
and thirst etc. ’ (Br. 3-5-1), and as a non-transmigra- 
tory Principle which is devoid of the distinctive 
features like the Brahmana or Kshatriya Varna. This 
latter knowledge not only serves no purpose for one 
who is engaged in something to be performed, but is in 
fact, opposed to the qualification necessary for one who 
wishes to perform karma. We all know that a person 
who vvishes to attain the result of his action like karma, 
must possess the idea ‘ I have a desire for the effect of 
this karma, I am possessed of all the requisite qualities 



needed for one who has to engage oneself in karma, 

I know the details of the karma and the factors and 
the process constituting it*. The knowledge that one 
is neither an agent nor an enjoyer of the result of the 
deed to be performed, is evidently not only unneces¬ 
sary, but is directly opposed to the knowledge needful 
for one who is to engage himself in it. 

How all the S'astras are intended 
for the ignorant only 
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20. So far the proposition that human behaviour 
presupposes that all secular and Vedic Vyavaharas or 
means of valid knowledge and their objects, obtain in 
the region of ignorance only, has been explained. No 
human procedure whether for empirical purpose or for 
Vedic purpose, can transgress the bounds of avidya or 
superimposition, since every operator of the means of 
knowledge or action has to assume himself as identical 
with or furnished with-a body and the senses and other 
means. 

We have now to see, how even the S'astras or 
revelations laying down injunctions or forbidding 
certain deeds as well as those that purport to teach 
the true nature of Final Release also, are for those 
who are ignorant and proceed only in the field of 
superimposition. In the present case, it is clear that the 





S'astra is for the ignorant who presume themselves to 
be identical with the body etc., for its injunctions 
and prohibitions refer to a Brahmana of a certain 
varna or caste, or to a Brahmachari or Grihastha (a 
celibate student or house-holder) thereby granting 
that he belongs to an Ss'rama (stage of life), to one who 
has to perform the libation of agnihotra, thereby 
granting that he lives up to a certain age ; and to 
one who has a son and has dark hair on his head, 
thereby granting that he is a human being in a 
particular state and so on - all of which imply that 
these Karma-S'astras, lay down injunctions or prohibit 
certain deeds only for a person who believes that he is 

really the body etc. on which he has superimposed 
the real Atman. 
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21. It has been shown so far how all human 
procedure based upon the knowledge of the means 
of secular knowledge and their objects, and of sacred 
knowledge based on the knowledge of one’s self as 
an agent connected with the effects of action in this 
or the other world, presupposes the assumption of 
one’s identity with a body and the senses and the 
mind functioning in it, or imagining them as 
pertaining to oneself. The only difference between 
secular behaviour and Vedic behaviour, is that in the 
latter case one has the firm belief and considers that 
one’s self is distinct from the aggregate of the body 
and the senses. But this assumption nevertheless, is only 
the outcome of ignorance or not knowing the true 
nature of the Atman who transcends all human life as 
taught in the Upanishads. It should not be supposed 
that the S'astras laying down injunctions of Karma 
and Upnsann (religious rites and meditation) alone are 
for persons ignorant of the true nature of Atman 
taught in the Vedantas or Upanishads. For even 
S'astras teaching Final Release from mundane bondage, 
are for those who have not attained Vedantic know¬ 
ledge of the Absolute Atman. 

In order to clarify this point, the several varieties 
of superimpQsition, are now going to be set forth at 
length. The phrase a«T«ll (to explain ;-) is for introducing 





all the details of misconception. First of all, the super¬ 
imposition of the characteristics belonging to things 
outside one’s body, and well known to be quite distinct 
from oneself, is being taken up for consideration, just 
to convince the critical student that it is all a matter 
of ignorance. One’s son, wife, field, monetary 
wealth, and the like, are too well known to be 
distinct from oneself, and yet, we see that anything 
diminishing or keeping intact as belonging to these 
external things, is transferred to one’s own self; 
as for instance when one thinks ‘ I am maimed ’ or 
‘ I am sound in body ’ according as such characteristics 
pertain to one’s son, or wife, etc. Here the statements 
‘ I am myself suffering from this defect ’ \ 

or ‘ I am myself in sound condition ’ 9ri) should 

be understood as illustrating both one’s identity with 
an external entity like the son or the wife as well as 
the mistaken transference of the characteristics of that 
entity. S'ankara writes elsewhere 

(1) “Just as one suffers from the pain incidental 
to a burn, bruise or the like, owing to the delusion of 
one’s identity with it, so also he suffers from the pain 
occuring to his son or friend, owing to the delusion of 
identifying to oneself on accouut of affection for them 
which makes him falsely think ‘ I am myself the son’ or 
‘ I am myself the friend ’. From this, we arrive at the 
inevitable conclusion that all suffering from sorrow, is 
due to wrong identification.” SBh. 2-3-46, p. 299. 
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22. Now this superimposition is of two kinds, to 
wit, (1) the mutual superimposition of the immediately 
intuited Self and the objective phenomena together 
with the mistaken transference of ^the properties of 
each of these to the other; and (2) the mutual super¬ 
imposition of the subject, objectifiable by the notion 
of mey and the objects ranging from the body up to 
the inner organ (the mind) together with the mistaken 
transference of the properties of each to the other. 
The second variety of superimposition has been so far 
set forth in detail showing how the objects and their 
properties are superimposed on the self objectifiable 
by the notion me. Badaraya^a is going to state in an 
aphorism (VS. 2-3-32) that this inner organ known 
by various names like ‘manas’, must be admitted to 
exist as otherwise we should be driven to the repug¬ 
nant conclusion of having to face eternal perception 
or eternal non-perception. The Bhashya on that 
Sutra, says :- 





(1) ‘‘ Therefore that through the background of 

whose function, perception can occur and without which 
background perception does not occur, is the Manas. 
Accordingly, the S'ruti says, ‘ I have been thinking of 
something else, I did not hear it, my manas has been 
confined to something else, I did not see it’. ‘ It is 
through the manas that one sees, through manas alone 
that one hears ’ (Br. 1-5-3). And it also shows how 
desire etc. are all its modifications ; ‘ Desire, willing, 

doubt, faith, want of faith, fortitude, absence of forti¬ 
tude, shame, understanding, fear - all this is manas 
alone. ” SBh. 2-3-32, p, 281. 

Elsewhere he writes :~ 

(2) “ That which objectifies all phenomenon and 

can function during all the three periods of time, is the 
manas. The same (manas) is spoken of as though it were 
different and named owing to its different modifications 
by different words such as ‘manas*, ‘buddhi’, ‘ahankara’ 
and ‘chitta*. ” SBh. 2-4-6, p. 310. 

This being so, Atman conditioned by the property 
of the association called Ahonknra (or the egoistic 
mind) and functioning in conformity with it, identifies 
himself with it, and is spoken of as an object of the 
notion me as stated at the commence- 

ment of this introduction. Accordingly S'aukara writes 
in his commentary on Sutra 1-1-4 

(3) “ It is by that egoistic agent (ahankartrn)y who is 

the object of the notion ‘me’ (ahampratyayavishayena)^ and 
the locus of all concepts (pratyayina)y that all actions are 
done, and it is he alone that experiences the fruits of 
these actions. ” SBh. 1-1-4, p. 17. 

Therefore the several instances of superimposition 
that have been enumerated in the Bhashya beginning 
with (as for instance), should all be understood 





to refer to the mutual superimposition of the atman 
corresponding to the notion ‘me’ and the objects 
of this knowledge, the not-self corresponding to the 
notion ‘you’ referred to at the commencement. 

The last proposition beginning with ‘ 

’ (Similarly one superimposes the 
atman who is the locus of the ‘me’ idea on the inmost 
Atman who is the Witness of all the modifications 
belonging to him, is intended to explain the mutual 
superimposition of the Really Real Atman and the 
atman answering to the notion ‘me’. 

Here, it will be noted that this superimposition 
refers to the Witnessing Atrhan, the theme of the Upa- 
nishads and the empirical atman or the individual 
self who is here described as the object and locus of 
the /Kc-notion 

The real Atman here called by the name of 
Pratyagntman (the inmost Atman) is expressly called 
by the name of Snkshi (direct Seer) in the S'vetasva- 
tara Upanishad which S'ankara quotes whenever he 
wishes to prove that He is the Brahman or Is'vara 
taught by the Upanishads as the only ultimate Reality. 
The full text runs as follows 

“ The same Shining One (Deva) is hidden in all beings, 
the all-pervasive One, the inner Atman of alf beings, 
the Superintendent of all actions, the Indweller in all 
beings, the Witness, Conscious-entity, who is alone (in 
and for Himself), and without any qualities. ” Sve. 1-6. 

In the Appendix will be found some quotations, 
where S'ankara refers to this Sakshin, the Witnessing 
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Atman as distinguished from the empirical atman 
or individual soul well known to be the object of the 
notion ^me\ We shall there cite extracts wherein this 
Witness is referred to by the name of Pratjagotman 
(the inmost Self) also. 
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23* From the statement that the Atman who is 
the object of the we-notion and the Witnessing inmost 
Atman, are mutually superimposed on each other, we 
have only to conclude that neither the Witness is 
affected by the defects of ego, nor the mind and other 
objective phenomena acquire any merits pertaining to 
•the Witness on account of this superimposition. We 





should not, however, yield to the misgiving that just 
because the Witness is superimposed upon the not-self. 
It would cease to be real. It is true that what is 
superimposed upon something else, is really not there, 
but it does not necessarily follow from this that what 
is superimposed never actually exists anywhere else. 
No one possessing common sense supposes, that just 
because water in a mirage is unreal, there is no real 
water at all even in a pond or river. The Witness is 
the One Real Atman of all beings, and can never 
alienate His intrinsic nature, merely because He is 
superimposed upon something else. 
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24. Now the author of the Bhashya proposes to 
sum up the essential nature, effect, and the process of 
sublation of this superimposition called avidya. 

First of all, the distinctive nature of this avidya, 
false imputation which has been defined as mistaking 





something for what it is not is that it is 

beginningless and endless, unlike superimpositions in 
empirical life. Just as correct ideas of objective things 
are born in time and end in time, misconceptions 
of things - as for instance mistaking of nacre for silver 
or misconceiving of the single moon to be two moons, 
may be born in time and may end in time, and empiri¬ 
cally speaking, time continues itself to be beginningless 
and endless. So, misconception too, like other pheno¬ 
mena in common life, may be said to have birth and 
end. But this mutual superimposition is not a notion 
that had any beginning in time or end in time. For 
time itself is unreal and owes its appearance in Atman 
to super imposition as will be shown in the Bhashya 
(VS. 2'3-7). So it is not only beginningless and 
endless, but innate in human nature. 
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25. Therefore, its consequence is that it has 
engendered the nature of agency and experiencing the 
fruits of action. This agency as well as experiencing 
nature is of course also innate in human nature like 
the ignorance which has given rise to it. There is 
no particular point of time in which human beings 







have been agents or experiencers of the fruits of 
action. In fact, the empirical convention of real and 
false as applied to phenomena or actions and results, is 
also the consequence of this primeval ignorance of the 
nature of superimposition. 
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26. (Objection :-) How again can there be 
removal of Samsara of the nature of agency and enjoy- 
ship conjured up by avidya or adhyasa, which, you say, 
is beginningless and endless ? For, no destruction of 

anything beginningless and endless, has been ever seen 
by anyone ! 

(Reply ;-) There is nothing unreasonable here. 
For adhyasa, as we have seen, is only a misconception. 
8 





It is well-known that every misconception loses its force 
as soon as the truth about actual fact is ascertained. 
No sooner the truth about the absolute unity of 
Atman, dawns, all conventions of means and objects of 
valid knowledge, together with the evils of samsara or 
mundane life due to the belief in the reality of man’s 
agency and experiencing vanish, in the same way as 
the moment the ascertainment of nacre as nacre dawns, 
the belief that nacre is silver vanishes or just as 
the belief in the reality of the dream world vanishes 
the moment that one wakes. Unreality is no actual 
property of something, and consequently, it is not 
something to be actually removed, or destroyed by an 
effort or application of some special means besides 
right-knowledge. 
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27. (Objection :-) In the proposition that “ all 
Vedantas or Upanishads are begun to reveal the 
wisdom of the Absolute Unity of Atman, in order to 
remove this source of evils ” we are faced with many 
problems. For, in the case of ordinary superimposition 
like that of the nacre pearl, there is an operator of 
the means of valid knowledge like perception, and he 
sees a piece of nacre at a distance, and owing to the 
likeness of nacre and silver in lustre etc., he suddenly 
recollects his former experience of having seen silver 
and jumps to the conclusion that it is silver. On closer 
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examination, however, he ascertains that the object 
is really nacre. This is all intelligible here because 
there is a Pramntr (one who operates the means) and 
Pramntja (means of knowledge'), as well as a Pranteya 
(object of that knowledge). But in the present case, 
it is asserted that the ahampratyayi (or locus of the 
notion, is himself superimposed on the Inmost Atman 
who is never an object ! How can there be any 
right or wrong knowledge, where there is no knower, 
no means of knowledge or even an object of know¬ 
ledge at all ? 

(Reply :-) This objection is met in the Bhashya 
by the epithet (known to all people) applied 

to superimposition. This is what is implied in the 
epithet here All these are imaginary difficulties, 
fancied by the objector. For that no real operator 
of prama^as is necessary for superimposition, has been 
shown by enumerating instances of superimposition of 
the body, senses and the mind, on oneself in ordinary 
human procedure. It is obvious that a person becomes 
a knower only after he has assured himself that he has 
a body with which he identifies himself before he can 
employ his senses. This fact of one’s being a cognizer, 
is already taken for granted in the case of cognitions of 
external objects, but it is obviously absurd to suppose 
that one is a cognizer in the case of superimposing one’s 
body itself. So it is wrong to suppose that the distinc¬ 
tion of being a knower operating the means of know¬ 
ledge even in the case of these superimpositions ; for 
that presumption would land us in the absurd regressus 
ad infinitum that one has a series of bodies etc. in order 





to know the previous set ! Moreover, it is not true 
that we invariably use means of valid knowledge, in all 
instances of knowing things; for we experience seem¬ 
ingly external objects with seeming organs of percep¬ 
tion in such states as dream. The only way out of the 
morass, is to recognize the universal intuition by means 
of which we are conscious of this primary ignorance 
or superimposition. That S'ankara has used the word 
(known to all), in this sense of intuition, is 
evident from the fact that he uses this word pratyaksha 
in this sense in a number of statements like this, as 
is evident from the citations given in the Appendix. 
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28. (Question :-) By what means of valid 
knowledge, then, is the correct knowledge of Atman 
attained ? 







(Answer :-) The Vedanta S'astra is the only 
means in this case. It reveals the knowledge of the 
Unity of Atman. In the same way as the Karma- 
S'astra imparts the knowledge of the relation between 
the means (such as Jyotistoma Sacrifice) and the 
effect, Swarga or heaven, so also this Vedanta-S'astra 
imparts the knowledge of the true nature of the One 
Atman, in order to obliterate Avidya of the nature of 
superimposition. It does not follow, however, that 
this implies that there is a real distinction of knower 
and means of knowledge etc. For the S'astra in this 
case only negates all distinction of knower, known etc. 
invented by avidya, to lead the seeker to the know¬ 
ledge of the Unity. So there is nothing inconsistent in 
the statement that the wisdom removes all avidya. 
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29'. (Objection :-) Even granting all this, we 
arrive at the same repugnant conclusion that the 
S'ruti is the means of proof, and the Wisdom of the 
Unity of Atman is the valid knowledge arrived at by 
the enquirer through ascertaining the purport of the 
Upanishads. So we are still within the boundaries 
of pramanas ? 

(Reply ;-) Quite so. But then there is this 
difference, that whereas a person who undertakes to 
prove the reality of an external object himself believes 
in the reality of the distinction of the knower, means 
of knowledge and the object, and that distinction 
remains unsublated even after he has proved the 
reality of the thing. The S'ruti, on the other hand, 
teaches that Atman alone is really real, and that 
there is no distinction of knower etc. in His true 
nature. And when that truth has been arrived at, not 
only all distinctions of empirical life, but the distinc¬ 
tion of S'ruti, and its teaching no less than the knower- 
ship of the enquirer, is sublated for good. This grand 



truth is proclaimed by S'ankara again and again in his 
Bhashya. Thus, for instance, he writes 

(1) “ For the S'astra does not undertake to teach 
Brahman by describing It as such and such an object ; 
but intending to teach that It is the inmost Atman 
unobjectifiable, it removes the distinction of the know- 
able, knower and knowledge conjured up by Avidya.” 

SBh. 1-1-4, p. 16. 

As for the S'astra as a means of valid knowledge, 
this is what is written in the Bhashya 

(2) “ (Objection :-) If perception and other means 
of knowledge cease to exist (when one is awakened to 
the truth of the One Atman) the repugnant conclusion 
would follow that even the S'ruti ceases to exist ! 

(Reply Not so; for that is also admitted here. (To 
explain :-) We do hold that there will be no S'ruti either, 
when there is enlightenment. For the text starting 
with the statement ‘ Here the father becomes no father’, 
says that even the S'rutis ceases to exist. ‘The Vedas 
become no Vedas ’ (Br. 4-3-22). ” SBh. 4-1-3, p. 465. 
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^), ‘ ^ *!|S!lf® f^^SI ’ (f. 

II 11- 

g qRftft ift (I 



3<1«§R: 


30. The expression of the quotations from the 
Bhashya (for the purpose of teaching 

the Wisdom of the unity of Atman), should be inter¬ 
preted to mean ‘ The intuition of the fact that Atman 
is only One without a second ’ and ‘ apart from 
Him there is no other atman who is a transmigtatory 
soul, nor anything else which is non-sentient; there is 
no world apart from Him, and there is no distinction 
whatever in the nature of Atman We should not 
restrict this expression to mean merely the identity of 
Brahman and Jlva. S'aakara has expressly explained 
the meaning of this term as follows 

“ By the word (and other texts in Sutra 2*1-14) 

we have to understand and cite the class of texts pur¬ 
porting to teach the unity of Atman like the following ; 
‘All this has this for its essence ; That alone is real ; 
That alone is the real Atman^That thou art (Gh, 6- 
8-7), ‘Ail this is verily this Atman’ (Br. 2-4-6), 
‘All this is Brahman alone ’ (?), ‘All this is ^tman 
alone ’ (Ch. 7-25-2) ‘ There is nothing like distinction 

here ’ (Br. 4-4-19, Ka. 4-11). And the teaching of 
everything else from the knowledge of only one, cannot 
follow on any other ground.” SBh. 2-1-14, p. 197. 

More citations from S'ahkara referring to the term 

^Atmaikatva" (the unity of Atman) will be found in the 
Appendix. 
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g ?Tr^RTOr^’?.-f?^^; ^ 3 ift^i^ri'^^- 
SIJJIEJl^l?i ‘ *T5;3: 

3TRi?e[^ (Jft. ^L\-W) ff^ I Jj^ 

«S?e!|5![^5T^^ =^=^, ?I??r?oi»d^- a!ict!'??gf^?irqf^'lRirf fll^I^ 
SjR^qq ff 1 

‘ «I?R?5?fI ^ JTg^ ’ (%. \-\ ^) |f^ 

q ^ajiT'r=^ m \ ^rtji i ^«!i fl 

(1) ‘^i^?r: W5«5 |i^w *j»JW*rafe5 n^ioi*^) «gw9!^«w- 

wigc i ’ q_ wi. i-^-^j qr- «• 

(2) ‘ ^retigigfq^3rfta*iiwq«iPf^ =3^:, 

»J5II*IT 5I|^S ei^J5583'ni W5q^T’53I ; ^531 

^asi^i w#n3»w^ =3 ^ ftsn^Oei, ^ 

q? qqin^a^ 3® i 3 S[«3^’ n ’ *ft-*n* ^ ^-^«- 

1^ I sra fl sifw- 

I 3Ic3^: ®IRf( 

g er^R15?01gJR sr^Tfolf^l^ ; 

‘ swfoig ’ - ff^ f^ I ^ 

=^ ^ f^5: - 

1 ^ f| ^r Rf^: 

gi Rsier i ‘ iI^rri Rtr^ i 

wm^* (m. \~\o^ ID ^ ^;, RcRJUlIJS^^gHRW: 

Rf^^fJBTSRR^RTORm I SlqRRSRRl^^. 

gr^rg RRioig siRR^fRl^t^ 







n^: sgcsji^ 3 pa[l?{i3,’ 1^, rcSts 

|cl5?l^fl?: qtt»qi^f4izjr 3I'?l5Ilf%, cig;fsq: 

1 ^s??ws?3t^ {| |3«tT-^¥w^^dTt sq^fR:, 

if|3Tg*{3^5^s^ ^K'. I i^sHif - 

(1) ‘ 'JWi it ?jro(%*nTr$i(^ 

iT^sgillf ’ It w. <Jf l<i1. 

1^ W 

(2) ‘sf giq 6ii*t^Kiwri^S9i?!!5ri^^^fe?i#sf««ft«t^ ^ 

^•«n- ^-^-iv, <11- 

31. Much ink has been spilt in vain over the vexed 
question as to which of the two - the sacred Text, or 
the mind - is the immediate means of valid knowledge 
of the Absolute Atman or Brahman. One group of 
S'aiikarites have vehemently declared in favour of 
the former view. They contend that the Vakya or 
Revelation is the only immediate means, for the trutti 
of one’s identity is realized the moment one under, 
stands the meaning of the sacred teaching just as 
in the illustration of the stupid persons in the fable 
of the loss of the tenth man after all of them had 
crossed a river. Each of them counted nine others. 





but omitted himself in counting. When a way-farer 
learning the cause of their lamentation, counted all of 
them and told the last person ‘ Thou art the tenth ’ 
they immediately detected their error. Similarly, this 
school of S'ankarites says the moment one understands 
the meaning of the text ‘ That thou art ’ one realizes 
one’s identity with Reality and also sees clearly that 
this truth had not struck one’s mind merely because 
of one’s extrovert mind. The second school maintains 
that no word can yield immediate realization merely 
by a statement ; Sravam (study) or determining the 
meaning of the S'ruti text, Manana or reflection and 
Nididhynsana or meditation resorted to in succession, 
could alone yield immediate realization. 

Now this dissension is altogether ill-placed ; for 
Brahman is, according to the Upanishads, beyond the 
objective range of both words and mind. The follow¬ 
ers of the second school rely on the literal meaning of 
the Gita-Bhashya statement ‘ 

(*ft. and they maintain that 

the mind alone, purified by the teaching of the S'astra 
and the preceptor, is the immediate means of the vision 
of Atman ; but they forget or ignore the S'ruti ‘ That 
which cannot be expressed by the word ’, ‘ That which 
cannot be thought of by the mind ’ (Kena. 1-5, 6), and 
disregard the dictum of the Sutra-Bhashya ‘ S'ruti etc. 
and immediate intuition and the like too are the 
immediate means according to the context ’ (SBh. 
1-1-2, p. ,8). Moreover, we have in the Gita-Bhashya 
itself a remark clarifying the meaning of the statement 
they rely upon. 







The last s'loka of the thirteenth chapter is 
=a ^ ^ li *fi 

'• Those who know the difiercnce between the 
Kshetra and Kshetrajna thus, as also the dissolution of 
the material cause of the Bhutas, with the eye of wisdom, 
(they alone) go to the Highest. ” G. 13-34. 

The Bhashya explains that the eye of wisdom 
referred to here is 

(The wisdom of one’s own intuition that issues out of 
the teaching of S'astra and the Preceptor), thus clearly 
shewing that both the S'astra and the teacher, lead to 
one’s immediate intuition which alone enables one to 
know the difference between the kshetra (objective 
phenomena) and the kshetrajna (the Witnessing Knower 
or Is^vara Himself). It is evident that the mind which 
is included in the objective kshetra, can never be an 
immediate means of knowing the real Knower. 

Moreover, the expression *9 (as also the 

dissolution of the material cause of the elements) 
which is otherwise known by the name of Avjyakta, 
is the latent form of all the world, obviously inclu¬ 
sive of the mind itself. It is crystal-clear that the 
mind can never be the immediate means of knowing 
the Avyokta (Latent cause of the Universe), and much 
less the real Atman. For the S'ruti says ' qf. i 

a: tt). Atman the Great 

is beyond the Buddhi, and Avyakta is beyond Mahan, 
and Purusha is beyond Avyakta ’ (Ka. 3-iO, 11). We 
thus see that the dispute as to which of the two - the 
word or the mind - is the immediate means of the 
vision of Atman, is so much labour lost. 



wif ? 
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This disposes of the contention of some S'aiikarites 
who suppose that the intuition of the Atman, is only 
in Samndhi (trance) attained through reflection on the 
meaning of the S'ruti, while the experience of the 
world of multiplicity, may continue for sometime in 
the waking state owing to fructifying karma or a trace 
of Avidys. 

For, this is evidently against both reason and 
intuition, and is mainly due to not taking s'ankara’s 
dictum with regard to trance. In the first place, all 
empirical experience of duality is restricted to the 
waking state and not Samadhi or any other particular 
state. And the delusion of all empirical life is 
due to adhyasa or superimposition of the properties of 
the waking body etc. and not in Samndhi. S'ankara has 
proclaimed in his commentary on Sutra 2-1-9 that 
experience of distinction in waking even after the 
attainment of Samadhi, is only because of the non- 
sublation of ‘mithjnjnnnd’ or superimposifion. He also 
says (SBh. 2-1-14) that the absence of all human 
procedure taught by the S'ruti, does not apply to any 
one state in particular. 

(1) “ 5 ! ft ftwi «2^i 1 

w ft a# 1 «j«ra; si^ 







Sf afelT 85W^ ; « 

?i«n ^ =g ^FTa 5» ^vra^f^ 

€5sriii>e!^» *sifg^ ^55«i^q®¥^e», a^i 

aR5ri«*Ta^l?! «iia^ a!H*ra a?gq?f^ l 
«TJfftife«i?aara8ia waft t aj^Ea^qaft^m a^ w^i^^dft i 
wa «?5r ‘swnJiiam ^ft a4ft^: ii q at- H"q-'^o^- 

I 3^ 3 q^?iif!; - * 5{^i«nT^' 

sifroirqq R?iisr(^q%fts?3f^, 

m, ?iq^Tf^«frqi^=ff 
3iR%^?qR?ir! q ^^Firg^cirqT sgsqq^T^^rq^^sf^", ^rg- 
, tq^q tq^q qr siqf^cq^ i awr^ sRq^ftae^^sff^^riqi 
‘ ^?irqT3f^ciiqmf^ q f^?ir sif^gf 5qf5ci^^g;=qg3, i 

Km efqR^qr^,^ ^-^%q % q55^3--%q ^ fir^fgtqni’ (f.) 
ft Sift: I »TFq^I?sqif - 

'O 

(q) a ^awaaftcafq^i, vrif^aa^ - ^ft araq aagi^ i wftsn- 
ftfRi'sgr^lraRC, ara^^iatfanwiara i ai^ q smi^^xaiaq^: 
wsqi?a: a#: wtarga^qaii?!: a^^ai ^tq^aw ii 

q^wi- q-i-a«j qi. %%%, qoo. 

fft I q^iqjfft =qfWffti?5r ftq^ ?ift^ift?3q?>fq^s^ II 

32. Here the context justifies the interpretation 
of the expression arie^ajjqftsnaftqq^ as meaning 
‘ in order to reveal ’ ; for the S'astra teaches the 
real nature of Atman, and the preceptor’s help is 
required for removing any doubt with regard to the 
purport of the text, and thus leading the seeker to the 
intuition of his oneness with the Reality. But the 
author of the Panchapndikn took this phrase in the sense 

1. q;Tq^aqq^#% ‘qqqTf^^ETaMa^’ atq% q^5t c.v«, qr. «^<i) i 



^Tif? 


of ‘attaining or arriving at ’ and raised the objection 
that since the knowledge of a thing pertains to the 
knower himself, there is no possibility of suspecting 
that arriving at the wisdom requires any other effort. 
In reply to this, he says that there are certain cases 
where even after knowledge has dawned, the knowing 
person not being accustomed to the possibility of such 
a fact, may yield to the temptation of disbelieving 
even what has been known. So, he concludes, that in 
such cases, additional reasoning may be necessary to 
place the knowledge on a firm foundation. 

This argument does not hold water here ; for the 
wisdom of the Unity of Atman is attained only after 
sublating all empirical thought. The Sruti also says 
‘ What could one know and with what, when to the 
knower, all has become Atman alone ? ’ (Br. 4-5-15). 

S'ankara himself writes in so many words 

“ Nor is it possible to say that this intuition is use¬ 
less, or that it is a delusion ; for we see that it removes 
avidya and that there is no other knowledge sublating 
it. We have already stated that it is only before the 
intuition of the Unity of Atman, that all conventions 
of real and false, obtain.” SBh. 2-1-14, pp. 19, 20. 

Not understanding, doubt or misconception, may 
be possible in the case of knowledge of objective 
Phenomena, but never with regard to Atman, who is 
the real Self of the knower himself. 

This misinterpretation of the author of the Tika, has 
been refuted at length in the author’s work called the 
Panchapsdika-Prasthsnam (published by the Karyalaya). 
Readers interested in the subject, may refer to it for 
further details. 





‘ 5ft^^ ^uoit silcii^gqqiT: ?' 

- H?qfr5ir i cisir - 

“ grf^ajias^st: ? - fa?I ?i 
- Bfiim; I q'it'ffi: I ^if^a 

I %fsjc^ - eri^stql f^sriSSff^: 

wtaigqqf^: - « ” 

¥11. v-i-^) qi- ■8^'^- 

lf^ I siRq^sf^^iqrq RfJiR^q;rqfqq^?f^?iririsqqfr?€girr 
sivgqTiiq^ c!T^q^5?itqiq?^i?; eifsfq fiiijr- 

33. Even the convention of.Vidya and Avidya 
(wisdom and ignorance), is conceded before the intui¬ 
tion of the Unity of Atman. For from the really real 
view-point, there can be no one ignorant of any 
thing else. So, from the transcendental standpoint, 
hypocritical objections like ‘ If Jiva be ignorant 
how do you account for Brahman becoming a Jiva ? 
If it pertains to Brahman, you will have given up 
the doctrine of Non-duality ! ’, have no place here. 
S'ankara has himself written thus :- 

** (Objection ;—) To whom does this non-waking 
belong ? 

(Answer :-) We reply, ‘To you, who ask this ques¬ 
tion ! ’ 

(Objection :-) But the S'ruti teaches that I am 
Is^vara Himself ! 

(Reply ;-) If you are thus awakened, then non- 
av/aking belongs to none 1 ’* SBh- 4-1-3, p. 465, 
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[That is to say, ignorance is conceded from the empiri¬ 
cal standpoint for the purpose of teaching the truth* When, 
however, the unity of Atman is intuited, there is no place 
for any ignorance, and from that standpoint, the concession 
is rescinded. ] 


(w'snJi) 

iR[§PFniT: 11 

qf5[J7r^??55n siei^S- 

I ^ sif^ II 

34- This is the purport of all Vedantas. That is 
to say, the Upanishads concede the transmigratory 
nature of Jlva from the empirical standpoint, but 
rescind that concession when that purpose has been 
served. The significance of the epithet ‘ S'ariraka- 
Mimamsa’ as applied to Badaraya^a’s work, has been 
explained already. 


^ ^ II 



Conclusion 

35- The entire Bhashya on Adhyasa or super¬ 
imposition, is based entirely on indisputable intuition, 
and it has been explained on the basis of that 
intuition that there is superimposition in human 
behaviour, and that the Upanishads have the one 
purport of revealing Reality in order to completely 
wipe it off. The import of all propositions here, has 
been supported in the Appendix by citing quotations 
from the body of the Bhashya on the Sutras. It is 
hoped that following mis-interpretations have been 
exposed by this all later simple device. 



APPENDIX 

sqqil^ ^ =^ f^(««II^I5if^ff[^: 

- ^ I m ^ sqppqiq^Rr: 

‘ 3-qi^ifi??, ’ if^ 

aij^q^g 3f^?:if3t ! *Tp^ g f^I«^II?H 

?f3fII 

[ Citations containing the word Mithjajrldna or its synonym 
exclusively in the sense of misconception. ] 

1 . ftt«JHsr9iJi^<i: « 

•r. wi- *»• »• 

[ 9151 ft»a?r5f?i2T5is^: iii«qT?T5iqq^i^?t sg^: ^523 11 ] 

q. ftr«qisri*»wiq« srsif^ 11 

sn. i-i-«5 qi. iH. 

qtfj^ qf^^ «i5td?«r ^ig;, «»%gi;,«» 1 
ft«qi^wftft=gwigc I 5T fTiwsi: 5tf[?i?wfi?iTW559'q g^qi 

KTMia: sqjftwq 5iqq h qi r %, qq- 

«• g^ig^ npqiq?^qfiftt'^fqi5l aftq^S^ 

815tft«qs?. H g;- 1 - 1 '51. 

H. wqs?., a*Ti^ fqq?t 

«?q ?q sq)?!: I Sfligaj 5TS^^^??5qq[§i^ 

I C5q^ ^5ll^^^J?ISiIlW?q!WWtf»7. 

u ?j..«i. 1 - 1 -'^, qi. q«' 





«ri?;r^ vTRm^Ptsi^ ?s: « ^: «n* i-i-iw, «n. 

». timj^a ai!«ni 8r«wwS»ftra: 5iid??^tq- 

5T ^ii q?»n4^i^ srpn: i sf ^ b4)% 

wn^ 5^ 5isi^ I .^ 

I *j ^ ii 

^.»n. i-s-«, qi- 

<• ‘a^f^n’ fRnf*Tsj%?fe?n II 

%• ««• 1-V^, ’»!• ‘iH. 

[ SHTWi ] 

q. am ^ ; .... 

swife^ei^q; » 

m. 1-^-1 q> qi* 

sqqfi^; 5g^q^rgH5=^qil ii ] 

to. ir^fi|sm=3iq?a«c^aftqqf^^<^twT* n 

q;. «ri. i-^-iq, qi- ii« 

n. ($ai3) St«m^qsE^q^ a qj^qi^: ii 

?j;-5fn. ^-«-io, q?. i'a*. 
1^. qm ^ q?*nwft f?i»:qn?iqqfi*q^ fenia^qq^i?: 

«Jiq^l5a: S5q^> 'jqR’ftaiq^ fq«qi^qili^q^ ^qm<n%- 

'r 3 *n«?i II «!I. sn. ^-i-q, qi. iqi, tq^. 

1 ^. a^5??g|s^ q «^aif«q;%iqi «?qifqasq^ q 

qRqii^^ filpqi^&sr^qa q aiaRm^ h 

^ «fl. q-l-t«, q|. tq<s. 

t8. «rf^ q q^ mqq?fti^q^l^q%q qfeqifq^ 

qq^» qqqq qq!tl a?l qil<»l« fW^qi 

fq«:qi9l^^^qqqi ?iwi*!5|j>q qif^wig; H 

q|. q.t-9^, q|. ^oq. 

in. ^ ^mRqqiq^q q?qi o«f?iq 

5;<sn^f*n«Rwqi ^ q^^q^qj 








q^ gtQifiroisft h g qHJiif^^tsR?r ii 
[ ^R: - ft«RT?Hq^ ] *'^*‘ 

1 RRi “g 5a^5*igqi5^i^if^fefiTTi |;?a gqfRRig^n^gigRgfg, 
QRi gsfftiRii^gTRf^ 5:10 aqf¥WR«n?wgigRgf^, wf^g g#t srs^ 
^5rg^R g5tfJr5ni^«qfirPi&5wm: i 

fiircRifiwjprem&iilr^ qg g-’sn^^rg ff^ ii wi. q-^-»^, qi. qqq. 

[ ft«RTfRRH:, SIR:, ^ g ^IKRTUTRRRfRI: M ] 

^«. «rq9i^ RiR RR g^gft q^^lSt&swi 

^IfkeRRT q^igqsRRRiRi rrir! ff^; ^g^«i 

RRfe I RRi ^|f5^R5RRi^ «ruRff^?RR»i|g sRfRf^qi qai^iR>sRf 
*a«R%’ (ST- ?«RRRT RRj^g^Ri ftgfR^ I R*n Ri ^snf^- 

5 fl[f^Ri«n»Rl?qi I5ig?4^ n ri. qi- 

[ ft’^ngfe: RSlfs5|fS: g RSII^R ill»aiTfIR RlRjgTRIJ, - f^RRR 

^5a:q. ii ] 

g f^f5«I^|fe:, - 

sin*I[J!R’R^ci^cRcrRI?*zi¥flf=?l^g g T^: \ 

5rs^ 5;Rc{f^ f^eqwr^fRsirgq’iTqT 

^^cqqiqi «if^?ii5rf^ftcq^5ra q sig^q^ qai? %i^r r 

II 

qiqqii^ 

Riqr^rsq: r q;f^qfq qT>s^ »lfir?ITqqWlq qqf 

q;q^ I sjft 3 3?f^??^qaRiq^qqiq«R?qRq ^ 

qiq^qt i^qsql^i RfsqqRif^ qfqqtf^ ^ si^qj^m: ^ 
Rq ^ ^ qrs^f qiqrqq'rq^^q sqipr qrc^, ^ Rqsfq ^q^if^gi. 





[ Quotations showing that S'ankara always uses the word 
Msya in the sense of objective appearance conjured up by 
Avidya or Superimposition. ] 

^ W. Qi. 

^5qq3: qiiflw^qqqj^ ii tri- i-q-qq, qi- ««• 

Hra sreiR sim f^fgti; Ra-g atqtiygqjTTq ?R7i5[^q^ 
1^0^? qviITOft «5»:qR!j! «5qfe7t^;5qif?n^?iis^r5q 
qftjKv^a, qft«5»:qait^ i 0^1^ ^^sqq^qtR 
nfeq\qi^ u «!• ^-q-qq, qt- «'<• 

[ q;e':qTrHT tnqjq^qq^^ 0^ a 

qiT 3i^T ^i^qfRqqfaqJT ^ viq;?^ |qg, 11 ] 

«. w^ns - srn^ijqqfVrsq^qm^q snnqtwssq^;. 

qi5^i5«*3qq»5>q» 0^iwqi q qiflc^iRqsqqE^ts^iltq 
0^ snqR'^Roiqi^ «?q wqiq^a 1 «qqq sma: snna^qi: sraiat^- 
0i*gq»mii^ 1 er^t^q^ - qf^ qq qaasqi qina^ stna: 

^Roitlqi^gqq^iq* a?i^5>a a^r Hqiqwqojqi?)^ 1 qqi>«?Niqi fiaq- 
iTBnfw; ama^i qtn^s^gqq^ql, a Ra^^i 1 ?n qiaaqivgqqsasqi 1 
^ «n 0 ft aqi ftqi qq^’aqqi ^stq %5;qft 1 at^q^aqi 001 
qf^qgqq^; 1 gq^iqf 0 saq^'af^; 1 fq: ? 4 faai 0 ^ 5 i^ 1 

wftqnfwiw ^asiCq;; wsq’^ais^^aqi qf^>a?isrqi qiqw^^ 05iS%s, 
q0!t q30;qaf0qtqq^ai: ^at: 1 a^a^sq^ 

ftf^CTLi ‘ •lafqiis^ tasaeq nifn wi«i?i was atq« ’ (€• ^) 

^ 9h I a?a: q?:’ (g- q-i - q) ffe i 

mai 3 a?ii!-wf^0 g ji|'a?<(%.«-io)ffe 

ws^oilg 1 wsq'tKi ft *31 fflqi' 0?apq!q§i^q'>50ii5iqqtqig 11 

g.sii. ?~v-^, qi. i««f i««t. 

[ 3T5I qiqisas^ ftftST sit^^qc^qp^ll^dT 5rT»jqfqT 1 0T 0 

‘ai^^rrfw^T 0T^qq;R®qqftST, ^^?lT^f?qdI 





ar*ig ‘s#^r5ife:’ # 3 ?iir- 

c5^aiv'=W5rq?!i s'Ti^a^nc'n^^ »tt'^ 'KJn^stg'ri^RE ^sfw i ajsr 
^TMSgSRFar S|r^j5t[fi[^^r: ai^aJfs 

q?;jn^*n««iuii^^rf?frar ^T^5iw^r&?jRga siw^Ji^aajsiq^aTf^at 

S5fr=q=# 

II ] 

5r§^«?^ fn^n, 5if^:> ii 

SIJ- ¥»• «ii- ^oi- 

5Rgfiws?€fi«ij*ife€g^t^ an a^<T?i^ i <«?• 

a!^%a *g 5|;^<n sisqgf^nri^aaqt^aasffegS i ai=gi??aii«m53i5gf^?;f- 
a ^faaa?gr ana: f'afe ti 
^1^. ai- 

[ ag^ea?^^ (?i-aT- i-v-x) 

afi^it sji^sasr i ‘aii^raragqFiTf^cir’, ‘aif^n^iT’, 

‘3it^?iT^<i^TT’ - 5 R 1 =a wt5?r: II ] 

». ic^Rarac aaeaiai^ a 1 aftam«gq- 

^^aaia^^’Wiai^^raiia ® '^**^** 

q^lfq 'tssir- 

^ I sqi^qr^JR^I^ § Si{^?ll5ffe: 

sspai 3^11^: 





<51 

[ The following are quotations confirming that S'arikara 
always thinks that in all cases of superimposition, the subs¬ 
trate is never affected by the meric or demerit of that which 
is superimposed upon it. There is not a single instance to 
support the surmise that the Bhoshya ever supports the view 
that unreal appearances are the effect of avidya clinging to 
the substrate, ] 

qi- ?»• 

wgfsfi H «Ti- ^-'4-®? q|. 

^i=55^?r **3 ?E,^oufsf^sq?ra ; asjj 

It 

?j;. «!. qf. 

8. ei«qi^fs:g3t;f3STt% qsBftn?rfri q?Hi?*T^ 

^q assjqgsif^ qft^sf^qsjj. ii vn- qr. 

V,. n =q qfsq; qsfJq^ l^dqrsf^ i i?s?i 

qf^m spifa^sinTl sipqwiqt ^ar ^q*Ti»: qen??^, a ■giqd 15155:- 

‘ HI HIHHft:- ; ?? =q ? 5 |qHiq H« 7 g 5 ?J ^5 

Iq^ q^iqq i *? fqfff%q 5 |^ a^qjTH'Sj^ 'g sifk^ {%^q; 

531?!;; fH«qH: « 5|; ht. q;- 

ir5!5X STift^q 5fiIi5H5q§q%q^, q ! 

®rei&^ qjr'^H HfiifH^qHqnrqHtq 5 iift?i 5 flcqw ^113% Hq?T^> 

?33q!ilfi;q -^n ^q^f^i#qi*3L I "q qr!ft?l5H5l HHJ??: 

sqqi-a H HI- q|. 


11 





sm^s! ^ '^'5311 ?i!rjn4V » 

?!_• ¥?5* 

«• w ^ ^=£@5 g^s, ?<st^«'. H 

^.3?’. EJI- ^H?* 

* 4 . 8 T?Ti^i««»^ s?4 HQfat f^uwi ^f?! 

^jgt., ^ 

*in ’, ‘ af «?4 ?i «n?*n 5 ?if?5??rili^^ 

g«ji ^ 1 ^®! 3rf-*f^ s f>s»i^?ii^^5 ??q;^s4: ssis^q^q^s ^iraqa??^ 

sife^qs s, ^^. *31. qi- 

l<s. sjsgfs^^^ 3 gl^ STqgq^ls*?^'^^ si! f^^^Ssis 

5ei??i; 1 ^ ; i^ 5 i?q^i|li?jl?^!^^^^¥I»^%: I ? 5 ^isa 3 ?;qsi^l§ii^sjq[ 
?s?^q^qf^^wi?f^i«? ^Bq1%iqa«^®'*3^ 1 ^ l^^qf g^: 

1) ^.3?!. ^-q-qi,'ll- 

^ ff q?i?i4wRS3sq ; sjqj 

11 ^. »T- qi. 3.5S- 

\ q. qsji qs^^qife* 

«j^g ^ra»inH '^5 si ^ ^m!ft#qfei!'fi?i?3! sj^fe, ^j^gqif^- 

^^xi qsn^iwsJi^^i ; H ^J:^!* '^-=?"^hj qi- ^^'»- 

1^. gf^w 5(qfa^i^ ; 

5 qraqTs ??3 ; s 5 ? 5 ^?^q % 351 s *i 3 

n ^: w- «-‘a-M, qi. 

qtf%a?if^ g ©!«:q5^!?t ff g5=??iS!3!K ig^^i^^WrSq: 

«gq^?f '^*- ^'®’^-' 

V. 3n?5?^ j 

g{?qi^il5[if|q;^ II 




[ Quotations to testify that the body, senses &c. consti¬ 
tuting the conditioning associates of Atman, are all the 
figment of Avidya. There is nothing to vouch for any actual 
relation between .'vtj.nan and these associates. ] 

1 . git’7^; 

?rftr is ^rt- qj. 

jfVws, sf f«p;qf 

ff^ %5r i t fg 

7f»n «?-^iq-Egfrrt55t7;m rpgVsjiq. 

a?f^ sitfTi'l; «r§s^?tfR 5 fir.- ^?r:, 

rfloiV e 

0Tsws^sf^4^ ¥r!Pt5fJ!fiPI=Bl'’a' v;-mu ^ 7?STgf?7?j 

?5iafe#f 5Ts^WEt?l^5 erf sts^- 

srw^ 4ir«^ ? ffirwRm- 

qfosat^ft^ «?Sft^tfft 5 ! 3 fTflE 5 *iws: i 

SI'S?!?!: Wgsittm: «! II 

77J. $-?- «, q|. 

I wftfiBqfsfsg 

*tl. %-^ -'i^, qr.»«. 

sqq^tiT: 55 Et ?J; «!• t-^-^Os ‘fl- 

'a- 55 S?%Sf!5fegT5S?Tf^a55m€s?5f^'si^jfiT- 

371^55”. ti 

%. wt- qs A'i. 

$5E^ f| =?! 5?i?5"iW f?’Tlgsin^5^l:l fSiCS 

5!i«V ^?qr !%s57r^ « 55 ^- «f. qi- i®- 







<• « -a Erai^isT^atisftm?); wf^erist^qW^aam^- 

fa«rai5?<n«^iai3^tfg!iV (^^iai53qa: na^s saa^R^^ ii 

wi. ^-i-i«» «n- aoi- 

«<. «rfe?naf5q^iftaam^qf?ra5ia«?'JiRWt^ai«afe%^fai ^ 
Rifps: «RR:, ^ g sra^'aw ii 

wi. «n* ^0*4- 

i«- a ^ f%: 5^^ai %a®a»i?JTa: «Rift?anf^a i g^aqif^r- 
f% ^g?aw\qg?aif^«8ii’’i sfrqsgfM^gar w^^ftoi: 

ftaig^Ka? ara 8n?Ra: ii ^.wr. *?»• 

n- q?ni^a?g a aw g^aqifg^af^iqfft^f^aa^q- 

Bafe^oiif?a n wi- qf 

iq. aft *3 fil[eai5iag?:R?tsaai?5qaV f^aaiftreaKf; i a a 
fteai^aw Rwi»^iai^fa3 n wi- q-^-^o, qi. q««. 

[ a^zna^J^oiii^giqfgq^qTftai |f^:, aii^^jrfa qaiwat 

agiiT^qra^ i ] 

IV aafna; aqiftraaieqi^aa aiwa: ^gfq^, a^^wift^H 

Wl. ^-^_«o, qi. q<<q. 

IV. a: ga^^s<q: ? ^fi%a ftada- 

*Rij^?qfa: I .a^aaftqriftftia^fi^qifaFaf^enfs^qra; 

vgqaiisft wgsjiaft?!^ wai55'^(5^ ?)^ ii ?|; ai. q-^-«<, qi. 

i'<. #sft g qftaar S5ia«af^?twi^ ^ft^wratiflf- 

ftaa^aii^^i^ waJtt i.qaJTft[?iw?gq^iftaam¥q?a^^qjf^- 

ahiRiL aqfta«^a?^ 9ia«aR»?taia: ii 

?5[. wi. qi-^«»- 

R: ” - «t?l: q^flrWT; 31^3 

I ^ ‘rrj?’- sqgfiit 

I if^ ?if*i9r:, m 

^ 3lt5q^fR17t=g^^RR^ 







5^515551^*1: I *J 3 

‘3I?I^15*3[’ ^€t 555f?fft<*jf*ISir^0I I c5^ 3155*1^m*it^?F^ 

^3S*TR*n^ ^f^=E*I 5^1^i - |(^ 

^f^l^r5qi?g5i^*i-^ II 

[ In ihe proposition etc., it has been de¬ 

clared that empirical life involves the thought and action 
based upon it which mixes up the Real and the unreal when 
people talk in the terms of ^me' and *mine\ The ^me' is a com¬ 
mingling of the real Atman and the unreal body, senses &c. 
made up of the unreal names and forms projected by igno¬ 
rance. When S'ankara writes, It is a natural item of human 
behaviour to think * I am this ’, ‘ This is mine ’ in common 
life '*, he really means that there is a mixture of the real 
Self and the unreal not-self rolled up into one as *me\ 

We shall now quote some statements from the Bhashya, 
which make it clear that this is really what he means : 

li ar^qi.^T. qi- «. 

53jqf^q% I I 

u ” ] 

[ The import of this statement is that when people talk 
of‘me’, they superimpose the Ahankara or the ego on the 
Witnessing Atman, and the latter upon the inner organ (the 
mind) etc. The Witness cannot be really the mind which is 
always an object deriving its semblance of Consciousness 
from the Witness, which is intrinsically of the essence of 
Pure Consciousness, which, in its turn, is really One without 





a second and so never tinged by mind etc. This becomes 
clear from the citation about the inner organ or the mind 
to be adduced presently ] 

qs:=g qsg 

*rif^ I ?)H?5 qsgJi^ i 

strq^q^-'HSf:’, ‘es5?Wj’. ‘1%“^' l 3«Tf -J 

^•. «iwi?n Sjifllitw 8 TI 5 - ‘ ?? 5 ? ' (f. 1 -H-^) 

II W- 5!-V-^, ql. ^,o. 

[8151 qi5^r!^q^&qjjq;|^r;^??roinj,, q^- 

spcTi^Roi ?TtJT 3i;;=iftT?s[4 JTfi:5i^fi 

[ Here in contrast to the external organs of sense and 
action, the internal organ or mind has been referred to by 
the general name of Manas. This internal organ is also 
called by different names such as ‘manas', ‘buddhi’, ‘ahah* 
kara’ and *chitta’ with reference to its particular functions.] 

I II qi-qc'i. 

«. R«?8? % I 5 i««i ^.?mqqT 

qft 5 g^ 5 i: i .{| 

«5SWW«lfe^^o! I a?'?;® ^ ?? 

qqwilli I ‘ aqt??q: ^g!5fqfiw«sq> ’ (5|. ^ -i-i) 

^ I ‘ STKliO'^qJS^Ig^ »Tl^l??l|l§5flJq3:: ’ (?i. 

•5 1 5S« =9 - ‘ 1 :^ S#5je»Fa?lfJlI I 

eisifi ^311 fe^oisi ' (^i- ^-1 s > 1 ‘qqir:?!; 

§q;«q5iq*;Ero!ti^tf«3Kg^?iqiqfe^«3.’ i,t- <i'' ffe srsn^qif^- 

qi??3t ^ifQg^ai =3 stgioiV ^qa: 11 w- ■i-l-s. qi. 

[ 815 Iiftd 1 , q® 4 l- ?i% ^ 

aiRirr TOW: i flsirai?^'- ?iT&5t =5 ia^rfd: tTss 

31RJIT I vf^if^Rqq, ?i^iaTr%qi][, wej^[ 11 ] 






c-s 

eruJTRjirr-i: ^ - lf^ 

“ q?# 5}!^ 

nl*?f?cJ:??o]Isf%s^ ; 5l?t?r# i 3|?a:^icitq^3 I 

%WTqqn i g 

Ti<^qi|a%-s--qq I m i q^^qrq li ’■ 

|t^ I tiq;^itwr i i 

gf^ft »1jqT ’ (f.) fra 5{tq^ 3?ra:^5(citqjfq- 

1 3Rs%^qsi ^'|q:, 

I flql^oi siRH?!:, 

? 3f>q 3 ^- 

; 3«ll ^ 

vimm-. - 

“ f;3:gqn%qw5«:qts&ftl^ ^ ^gjqwi^gesi^sestJT 
s?^^3n^gsri«?iiftDn §!?qg^f;^ «a snc??s5! a ” 

q;- «!• qi 

|i^ 1 fi^?5i3;:3:^?0T 5g?j 3i g-qrf^: ? q^t f| 

3 q5v'i1%3q(^ ^ 1 - ^^^ 

grflai; ^q^qicqge^^qrqq^rw ff^ i i 

q elk'll: I =qi 5 [ - 

stB: q?q7!^!?T??j! «^3^?«fq5UF?iq ^if^ot: %af^{g6«?iq 






a second and so never tinged by mind etc. This become: 
clear from the citation about the inner organ or the mine 
to be adduced presently.] 

«nf5r I q3=^ =q qs:^ 

»nf5l I wsr^ I 

fkwtf s*rq^q&-‘wsr:’, ‘f^;’, ‘«55W.’’> <3 ^ I a«ii =! 

iniTiqn jiri(^i f^gswr ens- ‘ w?! <;q ’ (!• i-h-^ 

II w. q-«-s, qi. ^ 1 . 

[ 8R1 qg 

sOT^qroiT 81?cT;^'n 5tW o?iqfl;^j 

?T^qT?cT;q;^rfl sqqf^^^q^ I ] 

[ Here in contrast to the external organs of sense am 
action, the internal organ or mind has been referred to b^ 
the general name of Manas. This internal organ is als< 
called by different names such as ‘manas', ‘buddhi', ‘ahah 
kara’ and ‘chitta’ with reference to its particular functions. 

erapj?3: 5q|{^^?m?B;^ ‘fi»5IW^S ‘f%=3ij 

- ^ -giii^^l 3?nfw5P5q^ I ^5lql^l%4 ‘i?a 

I ft«rqi^l^ II qi. 

«. sRq^ ^ ^iqi^qti5?i^: I aqj 

i{q ^fk^^qrqf qft^^a: ^ i .f 

«st«git wrsswqfeq^m q^f^qt %ql: #l#fqf^ I ^) 

qqi%TI% I ‘ ft'q® ^Stqq^qp^ «f*T^«5fti?l ’ (g- 

WS?fq3l1?t I ‘ WI?^0?qW’^3^ ^ (^|. ^-«) 

<3 1 a«Il '3- ‘ «l?t ^3: *13: ^l^sqi'ft «#g?ns?W?m I 

«i8^t ^ai %q^ fegoijj ’ s-n) i ‘ « qq*T! 

S^3iql35;g\t* <) ffe =3^ wsn^qil^ 
qiqQj filHI^ai =3 33Ioit ^33: II g;- «!• qi- 

[ 8CT?icrtf 5i?q^i^q3^ q^4i - 51^ "3 
ai^qsqqN^; aiRiTt q^l^S: I =3 it 

snwt I ^1^3 g#5?nftc3>3» s®3 11 ] 





“ cJ^ q?q^ ; cjq 

J!iqp3:^yoiiqf^^ ; 55?«I«^t g %3:qq I 

f^^qq?itqifeqi^Rq^^e[: ; sfci^ 
qrqr; %qiq*i^ ^q^qigfi^qpsigff: i 3 

q[qtq[|^»%d^q, i era i agqifq^iaqiqiqi q^e^ig ii ” 

I «tq[ ^{^g^qgqqf^^^q, i qjraf^^ ^ i 

s^il ^rqg ' ?q^ gj^i ’ (f.) 3 i^:q 5 ^qifq- 

qsqqrf I - sjWeSIeqqJTtq^ ^q:, 

graeReqqjitq?^iqnqR^:^?'Jii^: I eje^q f^ql^oi w^wi-., 
f|qqf^^q3iq;?q e»qf^ ? m qqg, - ef^oieReqi^q^ g^* 
^sftqrq^iq^qg, ^ i qq w qqeq;ci:^^qqhqi%q 
5ftq^ ^'tqeqf^^ cjgqif^eq^s^ciqq^iq^eqg,; m d 
qFiqjR: - 

8iq;gwt^gatw?!ift'n^ ftjqg^K^ aa wtiwa: ii ” 

at. qi-^«s- 

f{^ I ^^€5rjR3:^?oi qr ^qeifeoi q'qii^: ^qig ? q^t d 
(tr# I qq^^eq g qsqq^gqd q 5rqq^ i qegq?i5i^5i^ - sf^q. 
gifiroi: qq;^^ %qiqj^ tjqw’^qg^^qqew I qqtftq q^g, i 
^ftq^qq qfqg ^^qfrd^raq^s^qra ; 

q qi^tqigw^ grdfji: I wqgqg, - 

(h) afe^naasrai ^i^owwR>i^«qf^^ a^«nf^Rta»qai 

aas q?qnqi?aa; ^i«q«inq a^^uaf^qjaiq arillois 


%f^:j ^ fesSI^S! 

I fil: ? a'^3^: II ^-W- ^-^-«1, qr. 

" [ 8551 i| t-g q5:ii!W!^ii^>gT^ q^j^is 

^5211 II ] 

[ Excerpts quoted in (4 and 5) from the Bhashya con¬ 
firm the view that Ahaiikara (the ego) on which the proper¬ 
ties of the body, senses and the mind are superimposed, is 
the individual self; whereas the (or the Witnessing 

Consciousness) is really the Is'vara or Brahman of the S'rutis. 
In the light of these excerpts, we sec that the doctrine of 
Post-S'arikaras, who hold that perception is of two kinds, to 
wit, Jiva-sakshi and Is'vara-sakshi, is utterly opposed to 
S'ruti, reason based upon intuition as well as to the Bhashya, 
all of which proclaim that Sakshi is One without a second. ] 

«ig SIPR5 3rqpiqR%q 5W3qq5r«i i 

?? I sr?g'®f5i^ I *1 

^cRST;, R*t:, 5f4RiT^ 31 

I era: « 3 H?qns3ig 5tqq;, 31 \\ 

Rl- qi- ^o. 

(0 a?r^iii i 

31^: qftiloiJIft© i| 

[ ‘ awiqr^giqfgqqioqq ’ f^qtsrcT«Mq=qqq>:q3??;^qj55i i ] 

(^) ®!er; m-, 33;rf:^^0]}q. 

35^5: - ^ II 

(\) I q^«?v7[;i- 

q«t: - sjqiC^l: I ^ IT^I: ^Irf: 

3^ ^^33, II 





(2) m |#{ i m 

(-^,) ;7f^ f^f^^fol 3lfSrTI3; i 

^ %^!f!^: !1 

r The several epithets assigned to the Sakshi (Witness) 
preclude the possibility of His being regarded as a variety 
of perception or as admitting of plurality, especially as 
He is all-pervading.] 

® ^ hW*?! tf It?) j m 

fir«R5f:g l g^<D ftfetfi- 

«*?;??• II 

??j. 1 - 1 I~«: qj. ^o. 

[ The Witness is declared here to be no other than eter¬ 
nally pure, conscious and free Brahman or I's'vara.j 

«• qsftfivr# tR-*?ifnfe affqds 

^<i ^q cqi^q ii ^ vjj. qj. 

'I- qf«i5«;i)s^i?[ift {^5ri5iTt?t»?Tlqiq^i=?i^ ^?5^- 

m-^^m eri^iqf i ss7! ’q - ‘ 

c?sqqifHqr 5Cm«i%s5i^^!q i .. 

Sltqt sffsq ^f|j II v^. ^ qp ^t9^, 

^O. ~ ‘ i?© ^I5TT 3® fF«l g?|^« I%eiqi: ’ ^?qffesi! I 

.^ 5iqqi^q !^w^q^a®iq^?«»ifj^ia- 

qfesistf JS!i!f33qif Si W- qj. ^t^vs. 

I !l^l4Vqifv:jajqsjri^ q^rretfiR? 

5! ^qf^lqKq^ 1) ¥fj. ^%C- 
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<^o 


$ ^ • STT''*!*? ufi^q^E?!: ; 

SI f s?if^ qrnr^sciTjj^ I waiff Ei»-iT sB»qjprA 

55»q^5 wg ^atpa?^ g?gsrs«T. i 

l^^cqsufBqBT qF4'S55qV! I «H7I«« =gife©lfBraifr «S1?W 

«iBlgi?5R^q^^ftfe? =g q(TJTTf^^« h 

?J.‘ HI" MO, qi" ^o^- 

[ 3?^ i:gTs?[HT5imi^ 

l%i^iii^§F^fqHTfe?Tqs?i: I l%T^q, 391 =3r&?n%raisii Hrawi 

, 3?'3:q;?5i5 ^qi^^'^Rl-i; i 

f%i^?»rasn'gi^3s?n3, 5fi3f%*3ii3 5ftci^;qi3 f9iq^ I q^: 

«Rig‘ 333 Hqi^ 5 ?q 3^ 3 11 ] 

[ S^ankara calls the Jiva ~ nature of Atman dbhdsa 
semblance of the real Atman, and cites the illustration of 
sun’s reflection on the strength of S'astra. Failing to appreci¬ 
ate the force of this remark which emphasizes that the Jiva- 
notion is only the result of ignorance, later S'arikarites have 
insisted that Jiva or both Jiva and Is'vara are actually 
reflections in the mind or Maya \ ] 

m\f^ |^f^- 

^ II 

[ The above-cited extracts must suffice to convince the 
reader that the One Atman who is really real, is spoken of 
as though He were divided into two, one of whom is Is'vara 
the Witness of all, and the other individual Jiva the trans- 
migratory soul, owing to conditioning associates imagined 
by ignorance. The intrinsic nature of Atman or Brahman, 
however, remains quite intact in spite of this empirical 
distinction.] 



‘ ’ (W. »-0 

SR?TiTT5i75rs?: - f(^ t 

i ?I#5J 53^sq 513?: | risi[ =?r^ 

31????,- ‘5i;3?^S7??f????, a?^??3R=5fK?llf^foi R'??!??- 

sf^ I m 5rf(\?35?r'Rr^ 3;(^=??3mrl^ sR??rw5r5?RfeciFg?r- 
f^q:^ ??r«?q5r^ R^RIrRSIS? Rg^ 

li 

[ The word Pratyagatman (literally the inner-Atman) is 
never used by S'arikara to denote the individual self, as 
some later Vedantins do. The following examples will 
vouch for this statement.] 

1 • 5! % 5Trer8t?a*Ji 3§i af| nwr- 

wi. 1 - 1 - 8 , <n. 1 ^. 

‘aid assi?ni disp^ssrtts^ej; ’ 
saa^iwftiqa a?«!W*!i«?^a^aesi% i ‘ w w * ffe 

^^ 1 ?: a?qdiwqfta| q?nCtaqfi:Ji| ii i?j; ?7i. i-i-^i^, ai- '^q. 

^ aamifjRi ?! ^ a?aaimi^f lamaa; n 

?j; «i. i-a-^«? ai- «i- 
8. wgp ^ qf ^^5 qa afaasa?^- 

dta^a^ wri«aisn^fe wa^, ^T?d!aiq n w. i-^-;?8, ai- ««- 

’^- wfiifitawsr^: a?qdRR?3tif«aiai i acanwrsai «a: a#sfw: 

\a 

?5afw^j?i5i: I «fwn^ aia a^aaifwai^t, f^jna« uia- 







?«Ili^^'7««51E5*?I ?S(7RW^7n^fe?:q3lii II 

' ?j;. »n. 1 « 1 , oi- ^ii®. 

»• aiaii^ ^|si5rs^«! Q^oi g 

srgi I «rq?srirt5*i?^tl ^I?oiRH^gr | ^ q^oi 

sn«H5is^^ 5rftfif^^>ifT<?ijqf?ii '5!?«Tfg5?l5i^ «iqi;7»ei:s??q«i](iTR 
S>?W«5fT n ^. SII- qi- 

qf^^i-c^afgBqi fitqi, ‘ Siisr#?^ i Bra-’a? *?s*oi ’ 

(^a- ^-«i) I *T^% - ®ii^si«n^tajl^qqi?g;qife a^qsnwr- 

^^i% ii g. w- qi. 

i^ %q3Tiqi ^ii agj 

wwc I ^I'qmr g war feq«r5n?Ri af^^sii^^qq: 

sRanwwi H§r ^ II g. sij. qf. 

1 ^ sqr^qfqsr^rqTqgs^q: s?^f% 

sRfoi^^feir I toiqfq^Tiepqsiigq- 

^sqiqTqf =qi¥5qiT;^5q[ 3}f^?II5[f^f^^ 
f^qiqiqq^Roi^ ^ cl^[; I g - ‘ rl^ciq^^lIi^qqScJir- 

3 ??^qqroiq^qsqqfRf #T^q5I qf^^faj 
Rf^T: ’ M I § 

RRIoWe? fR cfff^fRRqRqg^^tq 

cjg5[q R3^: 1 rlR RRfoi?!®? qq ??FRrI^ - 

" a q^f^icmi^q |r?qiqq qq wttw g 

^iqq; wrgwqiqqi^ qqi^wqfiirs smioiJS^, «rgsiqtq«wqig, 
gaqqg^q*Rqi'5 siiiserR^ ii w. i-i-q, qi. <s. 





a^:, ^-qq^aj - |{^ SRro]5l®^q?5(%3^Irv 

sigsq^ si^lr^ii^^f 

[ The word tratyaksha is used not only in the sense of 
perception, but in the sense of Direct Revelation (gf^:) 
and intuition also.] 

1 • qq SW»3)¥q: Sjfe^iiq, WsS: 

II ?! sn. qi- 

c»Tq!^ I *Tqfe It snnqsstnl^ ^?sa- 

siRT I ^ari =31 sjjiisi^^ SW8? ii 

?j.3fii. »-^-^^, qi- 

- qftPiBqisnqR^ imioipanfe ?q*iqgftf^, 

?i^qjn?i33; i ^qmaiqif^ sRqifwi i fes'i?i*nqra 

qigmqi^qps; ii sn- qi- 

#! 

gq?qii»q^ qwq% snig^ ? srei5sigmqi¥qi»i i 

q«q«i qmi«q srWJi^8ft?qig[ I wgiTiq SOTI^q «Rl Wi^«il- 

wqc II *ri. qi- 


1- q g wifuq: <qq^qiitqqc wftnltfw; ^a^ai6!r^qs<qfe6!r^ 

JCeqf^gjj; i q«f«3: ii 

sn. 3-1-v, qi- 

q* sRq89*E@?qf@ ^iqqq "EBt^qfiqiSi^qqf^s ii 

^•sii- qi- ^J®*- 

^ ?qf?qq?qq WP%gq 'qiq^ij sfefingjj; 

qiq^lq ? qj;. mi. «-i-imj qi. «»h. 







[ In the concluding sentence about Adhyasa or avidya, 
S'ankara remarks that it is of the nature of a misconception 
giving rise to agency and cxperienceship of the fruit as is 
well-known to all men. Here because of the word 
perhaps, the author of Panchapadika and other later 
S'ankarites have started a new doctrine that the AvidydSakti 
which they have hypothetically presumed to cover the 
Brahmic nature of the Self, is an object of Perception and 
other Pramanas. S'ankara himself means to say that the 
Avidya or adhyasa, is directly intuited by all, provided that 
they are able to recognize it as the superimposition of the 
Anthahkarana or the mind on the Atman. He also uses the 
word Pratyaksha in the sense of perception from the empirical 
stand-point- ] 

It 

[ ^Atmaikatva' means what the word literally signifies, 
the wisdom that makes one intuit the One Atman without 
a second.] 

- I ‘ 

* 51 ^ Rt?n *5K^i i 

wra; II 





I 

*IJ6JT^=gqf^^'^^Iff^cq[Jl; II 

[ The author of Panchapsdikn insists that even after the 
dawn of Atmaikatva-Vidya, a suspicion of improbability may 
arise in the enquirers’mind about the fact revealed by the 
S'ruti ! As this abnormal suspicion has been thoroughly 
examined and shown to be altogether baseless in the present 
author’s work ('The System of Patichapadika 

examined) we shall simply cite some statements of S^ankara 
himself from the Siitra-Bhashya to convince the reader as to 
what that Acharya has to say about the removal of Igno¬ 
rance by Atmaikaiva-VidyaA 

- siffill, 'I? 3irWT, — 

^ li 

^^1 snf^ agi« ^ 

gsfii'Tfiq i *11 

I . «»% etsifefir^ |w: I WIW 

« II 1-1-1, 'll. s- 

^ signwfilt 

wtqqin «u^tif5»T w^a^oi'f^ ^mlgsr^si aiiPi <t4^«isig^ « 

*fi- 1 - 1 -H> «n* 

•t?n5 - S*i?q *IW «MBIW^ *!'*?:, q: 

‘ «If'Tq^«5g S| 5'lfT?: ’ Ijraii^sit ? ‘ ^ SH^olS- 

iitsfti!i wlai ’ (g- uwiWiilSMuiifnisi aiwf^ i 

wi "aift nt wi?« ’ (*ft* i^-^) 

5n^q%l^ I - araSlatr; w qeiiwi t^irs:?qwall^3«nf^fi7: 

uft^aaaial qre*. I a*rT 

aft aa: «iftftg«5iqqai«?l, ai?! i eiq^snai a 
SI awafti ^ai!5^5tqlq^5Tn?<JH?i i 

^ ai-i-^-s, qi- 






[ ‘sm^i^t^R’ jitji sjrjj^ 

*i 1 ciriq^n?^^ qsjTf^:^^«?T; # h ] 

«. «jq^ g ^gr ffr» Rwi^, «re!^i«j 

1 N< griftirv- 

1 ^TOfgt&smf in««m jRimfe- 

^Hcn ftwis?i?» sfi5?Jt fe?rc5i'«g?fta « ^♦*n. «n* im- 

M. aftqjsigi^ - ‘snOR^Ift’ 

(^- ; 95«q«f«iiiq:-^g«S^5=g;^*n& 

qwRnfil ofgqCta ^ ^q aqsjjgst^ qj^^%q<3^ 1 

a^R^^fqsrf&qi^qqwlqq'- aiq^sqiiftfe q?jwn^ 

^qi5«gpi 1 g q qr®i^sq?q a^f^qj^q%, f% g 

»<?q % ?aMifij^«gfq«tqg!qig. 
qi^q HfTlI: ST ft^sqsa ffts'q?! I q%qM g qrRin«i*n?iftwq- 

*>q g^qfe - ‘ grf^ssqi ani^qqg ’ (i-i-^o) » 

*ft- qi. 

q. q^^ig5fft«R5|§h5tqi^qf%:^qf?«niW ‘B^q 

qi?q;qfqi feqi^sqsnq ' («• ^-<) ffii» gfes^ ^ I 
w^i qt*riw qR^sstq^fitq: H ^ *«• ?-t-^, qM«^. 

». ‘ «ni»«'n5is^i^’pq: ’ f5qi^5i5^i^ ‘ ^a^iwufiltg «l ?R«?q 

« wiwi «««?%’ (,st- ^-«-»). «l ^%mmi ’ (f. q-«-q), 

‘ (5- q-q-l 0» ‘ »n?^^ (@t. *-^;H-i{), ‘ 

aisn^a ’ if. «-«-i‘i)-^gwi^qii?^*siir^qifqq? qqq^is- 

I q ^pq*n ?i€f^(q ?5qqi?l e 

^•»»i-q-i-i», qi-i«i'». 

c. q TOPnqi qi^ctqqi qia:q? i%%. 

fnsijq*i%r 11 g, wf. q-i-»«, qi. t^<%. 

1 . qqi ^ ‘qSia’%q, qq 

‘aw»%’ (3t. q-«-®), ‘«t SiTt^q’ (f. i-«-to) 5?gq?i i^fg^sq. 
fnsfgqqfta I «qfpftgBq^qq?qiq*!^: 1 8iq^sqjr-,g wsf 

snqigi q»ig > ^ ?qT^€?qsq^^%’qiq%^>mplts»qt^fs^, q mm^s i 



..H#: gr^v- 

«5?T^r=gm H w. qi. 1S.S., ^oo. 

^ ^T^qissg; n ] 

[ The above-cited extracts should suffice to convince the 
reader that by *Atmaikatva-Vidya ' S'ankara invariably means 
the knowledge of the One Atman without a second, without 
anything else sentient or non-sentient beside it.] 

q5?ar5i5^:, sjfiffi?! I ri?r«ir - 

> o. a 5 5r«n agioi IqVqi^q- 

t^af^griii^ gq: ^fwarsf^a ^fqtqia*fi^f^q<q a§i’q: n^'jirq ii 

fj;- «!• qi- f f- 

1 % ^z^^fjrfiratr^q: ffe^ftftrasqivtiq 

.« wi- qi- q^®- 

fq. if 1 gq;;qi^q a':qmq^isiqi§qq%:; »»q^ q^ q^sfir- 

aiqt a^qaiq^iqsqt'qqq feqqftqfe*nq afeqqwraii?, n 

w- q-q-f •? qi- qq*- 

f^?ir, siqnf^:, 3I3»T^:, 9?g^R3, 

f^?ir ~ 5rii^?tsi?T*i- 

^S[r;cfr’f3W*T: ; sf^^sfq - 

[ In the course of his explanation of the Bhashya 
‘ajT?^^qi^?ira^q^^’l (with a view to attain the wisdom of the 
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absolute unity of Atman) the sub-commentator happens to 
suspect that even after the attainment of the Wisdom of 
Unity, one may happen to conceive the impossibility 
of the fact. The following extracts from the Bhashya, 
should suffice to show that this logic is overshooting the 
mark, inasmuch as there can never be any possibility of 
doubt of the ultimate Truth, since the final intuition of 
Atman is direct and eflectively removes all Ignorance or 
Avidya.] 

'g ‘ ^ ’ (g - . 

g. »Tr. 'TI- ■JVj 

n*Ji ‘ g4«r ’ (f. 

« 

g- *ii* 1-1 », qi- iH- 

‘ % as ftai q? qw \-£) 

. q;^ II 

g. i?I- 1-1qv IM¬ 
S' a»?Tigc aiqnaggiimwiq?? i g qqi’ja 

qTmqqqaqgilWiTiq: 11 g- Wl- 1 - 1 -», qi- 

M- a 'q aiqw/^ 3t«q^lq;q!«lT^ts^^f^q: s-qqfi^ fe®i- 

?qt*riqig:, 3-?i^ ^ iTafa ii g. wi- qi- «h<i- 

^qi gqfjigoin^sii sn^wia^Tqf&qqq^goi; q^i^§qq; s%- 

^ 5iqgqf?a a^p^aiqqmirgflfegfttra aig; 

qcqif^qiaqqqftre^q I 

qjqtsvgqnwi^ ir *n. qi. 

®- q®q^ SriW^ f;1^qii^qfaqf^: ; sj ^:1^?qi?r?7iq 

qrfkg a%q®a ?Ib l a ; ^fwf^jrjqqg ^:f^fqj?lfwTTTq^!J fesqifil- 

JTia?^qq%: I q?*reT q» ‘w? ffri ^ 

ftrs^ifirin^ ?ss i ‘ar^^q 

^?q«qiTtqt CS; I a^T f :^?qi?lftr3qj^Sf^ ^qig I ^a?q!^ 







1 g §53^- 

'*Tgi^?nftJiO=er ‘ nj s^r <75«ifH I 3?r <7fqfrt ’ i^f. «-^-;i^) 

55JTif^s!i I «?7ig ‘«i|;:^?^(5tg4«%?i!^RTT^ts?^’ snfingfl^: i 

si %3Tn?Tn^Tigsrqa: i r*ii g - ‘ ^ s^rai 

^SJiTnWIISq ’ if. '8-»-5;^) 

I ‘ wif fflfHa jth^: i «'cq?^q ■a 

«?gs^*Bi H ’ (ifi. ^-i») II wi. v-H -?, qi- 

c- f ^'tsg«^t ?lStq q q5qg¥rqi^ qqif^qvgqq*?; i 

aaif^ q a?a*i^qiq=qi«jif st^isq srif^ i q % a^giaiq 

^WTIffTf^rf^cl I ^ «f^f^S5 TT^f 5B^5qJ3i’ ??qW5q 

gnamr^ ftqf^nswq 3-wfi^ i q?g mdw JT!=fqlH?afri*iiqRt a wiqqm 
aiqqm %fta;i? »nfaqif^qi=dg^qt ii 

¥ri. «-i-^, qi. Us3. 

5rr?5^ ; e^qf^qxq^ ^ 

ff^ i 5l^q 

I ^f^aiqr i^??iqi ^i^sqqfRiq^isfFri^ i ‘ mm 

(f. « '^-^'^) I 

8 ir%^8: I q 

qr 5FfTf^ qcgrsr i d 

I q?Tf 8q^F8 8Rq?R: - 

“ fegciiqt g f^iqt qfrf^ qtfta, aqr.qq5^f?JT?q^i3lf 
a4qfi5^r^; I 'ar^q' 'qunftjg u qfrrqai^ 

-fra I sif^5(51?^g g q?rft 8l«qigraig «feq 

fq, qqif^ fttsqiarrafef^^ai^qft qfe^q?a fsilf _ 

‘ fqqi5r’ fi^ I ^ ‘ f^isqf^ 



smti^Jtf^ii. ^ei: «hEl 5i 

^j.«i. «-i-im-sw^, 8»». 

I flWcI, 3’feclTqi ^f^?I(?IT ^ ^sft 

qq^^Jicftf^ ^c[i=cl. 

I 3iR^«c^f^?if5T^qfgjTi%ii gg^: fcir^ar 
<s^5i5?rjj[fg «^g5if^q^Rgioig,^qf^?R?nfg ?f ng^f^^i- 

lRc^Jf^^: II 

The following texts show how uniformly all the STutis 
declare the absolute unity of Atman or Brahman. 

i- Ji?g i 

^itfTR ?r^ q firig«:a?> ii f. ^• 

era ^ qqsrajTgq^qg; ii |. ». 

?? «KW%s SI ^Slfs: I 

^^3 fqR?q ^€1; ^qfeei H %• q-H- 

«. «5lf^TK Sl6?««l5iq^eqq^g^ I 

ir5P=^ fegwRiH wqi ^ *i ii en. q-q<- 

'il- TO sra! frawT« q? Jisi; t 

?R?ie3 qi! if%i%?i5wr q^; « 

nfa; q?TIBq^fl5q^|5I q?; I 

3^51 q? w qsin ei qfi »ife: u 

•jq qqg gill »^ssfjn q q«i5i^ i 

S5q^ rarqsn s^ai ^wn ii «{• ^-io, n, %^. 

@r5i53[q^qiaq^»W5qq aqis?^ Pirai5»i!'qq% i 

wqwspa JT^tr. q? ^ sg^q^ ii ^i. \.%'^. 







g?4t: « ^?3 ^ f? ««^ ’2-'^- 

<j. sr»n I 

•? Sin: I ^1-H—H- 

<i. q^ «f5ft «^»^gi5:aTi?«i q^ qf’51 *^* I 

?o. aqqifSl'^TqJS. * 

gj5% Jissari^ ^fi: it 

g. i-i-q* 

?5- 3^ ^ ^5* ! 

qa^ at ^f|a =ii?mt jp^sfetifspsi it 

9* ^-«-^°- 

^ 3§%?s5^a 3f«!ra nm q«s^ 3?! q^oia-^^^ot i 

sivi«t«4 '3 «5(ja srSlq ii 5 ^ - ^ -ii• 

% 5!a^n I5ai?«i^ qta^wT; sr^i^fji; \ 

^ 5t^n ^a: si’:q ganwi^: k g 

'<«• ¥» a?i: ^s'qiqiaf: s,ci3??a 

fijirfi ?n?tt ¥fg? q^si^ i^sn; 

S^qiaoii; g^q 3r-^l?g n^gfsa fi?^ =3mi aiari^ g^q 

rr vm% . II R- 

sh- ^ aq^i^ I e^sdsr?!; s ^as-qi^a 

«3fea3i^ srm?^ I enas^a 5n«i& i Ra^aififr- 

11 a. 

1^. ?isnq g?5^ ( iq^ra!qi^?5> 1 ?? q^i II «• ^-'J«-'«. 

»«. wpgi 31 qam i ai«?gc « q-i-t- 

^C. ^^3 ^7t?^q33 I! 

^*4- tqsj^i: tqqf: ssn: «q{3aaJ: «5R^ll: II 

ST. ^-<-«. 

^ ^ ^o. ?i ?? q^sfSiS^aqiwufeq «t 5KSfq ^ sTPRi 

11 si. ^-^-vs. 

q 1 • 3^ ais3?t q?s3fe apaia; Jjiiitfe i^snaifa « gwisi 

33'i*’3qc 353^ 8rs3«go;ttq53^ aqSTg I «it 3 gRJ aq€a9» 

33 3^53 a^wqiq H ST. 
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«r*?m aii?in^5T qai?{Rni 

«iFJTtTJT?i wif^^ n gi. «- 

«# a qji^t^ssjraimsjs «# 

Ha a^anwni n f. 

^«- qa a wwi «a1?a?; ^ant aissacaa Hal^a?: i a ssfsi? 
q?^; a sitai? jagm a n^^sai? H?#iH a fe^i^fit^iai? ^srjsftqi; i 
a «nfH.' Ha^pads^ssq^iiiH ii f. ^-s-^. 

q'^. qa a wiwnssaafjq^ats?^ ?gis^a: wVaiSH^ hsqis- 
filial ais^s^sfta ^i apaVs^sfta wtai ai?^s^sfla nsai 
ai^ats^sfta facial qa a anwi w?aa!»a^s^s?a^ra»3; ii 

f. 

H ^araa^ aiffi aimni wtaa^a^^swacaf^q- 

«?i^an^l|aaH?a^®iaHaHVsai®qawRijms:«?¥maJ^Hage^ii«i^5nqi- 
*mat^a?WTqrJm§<aHrrraHa'a5raaiii a a^H# f%ga a 

®^5=f \\ g. ^-<2 45. 

a It 5^?is5ftaf a H 5?ta^s5f#V 
a ^ H3a^s%^ a saa^ a ft^aeaaa a sraa; qi^s*ftft 

ij g ^ - ^ - V. 

an ft laftta nafa a^a? fa? q^af^ afi[a? fat flraft 
aita? fat ?Ha?l a^a? fa^fwafft alta? fat Jjonfa a^a? fat 
aita? fat ??5ifa a^a? fat feaiaifa, a?? ?aaj a 5 %a 4; 

qf^ a^a ^ a%a % ?Hta; at%a asHf^at^^^a i Jj^ai’aflia 
as H?^a a?%a as ??^xit%a % fe3ri«ftaiaitf na ftoriaift a %a 


aifH ta ^^aimisg^ a % a ff ^at.a fteafa 

fefiai?J^ %a %5H!ftai^[g^iganHaife t^taiaf^ ^asaijajaftrfa 
ffaai ai?a5aaV fesrfi? n 5. 


[ ‘ 3iara tit tit ’ fgas^airaa: {\-^~\%, 

v-3_v, v-v‘i'A)ga: gaH^a^i^Tap^naTtlatT^ama^q- 

ar^i*}: II ] 

a<^. Htaa HfuT srftait a wai na ahc afiilaa; 11 

%. ?-ta. 




[ 3151 ^fiT: ] 

WgW^ 5t^tf?IT«l wft?tl5T%:, 

emwireiff?: («^'qi«0» 

•rfvreR^ sTisi^r:, 5ift?^)j 

(8T«qi?>wq), '\’\. 

««*ii*i: (VTF9JI 'j, no, n'n, n^> nc, 

\>Sy ^VJ ; 5IW*W;, 

,, (s^ri’iinsjdwi) «i«*i^riq^i^s, n-i- 

•niii^€«!SB: («€qi«;), hv, hh- 

(s^TPsquid^tO, wf%?n5if%;, n^- 

wfH5: nv, ; (wgw^eiR^: nj^T^qis^O, 

81^3^ , wsiTeiTg^g), n n, n h- 

^s'^, x\, Ho. 

M;^w7i?fr^ai (fa^efwqn), in 

eiqTl^; (^%3^sirg^af^l?j), 

(«««^h:), 3?JI eilcqfsa^ ^\>-<ioo. 

'•• (s*inj?nsift!*ii) 51551%: sisfHi^ 5 a!qq-mi^q5T: 5is^i:> ^n- 

W^l^: (8I«qm:)» ^■«^- 

(nJtloiSld^s^TaSRI®!} 5Il^« =3), 

(niTioiift 511 ^# “a), 

•*fe?n5i%: (s?n^?n3Hfgq»iai)> ^'»- 

(•n.-qi^erftrTf:), in; (!I?58irif^s«T3fRlaO, ; 

5n^?is?i35i^ lg:> ^^n- 

W^qq: (sRqniJHl), 

«T?i5=: l,8n?m), ^H; a« 





9IIff 


WSSOT, STSamiftj x%, H3. 

W5SI?'- («*Il<?qi«!Cl«*lOwfeliml?oii»l;, 

wfJwrfMHrsi: Ig:), ?";• 

XC. 

H'J, %X, i,if, i,>j; g?q?Wci*T:i ‘i<.o-<»o^. 

, '\v>. 

(sT^^ria;), \X. 

(«3fggR^«jgfi; %^:), <«<«, 

*?T5§!ftiil:), \C, V<i. 

(brt^ fgqq:), ^x. 

q?qg5l5^ErftggiB!llft v. 

tRqrnwi (Hgpg?Ri?rij ^'a, 'a'*, '^\, 'a^, '\^i sRqniw^rsg- 

q«qa3: (^srgvranjqs), 'a'A. 

X'A, 

smT'JTift, ^'A, 
jmpiqftqsqq?!?!:, \x. 
imioiqff%:i ^'A' 
nwi (sqi’Jmafffqi) 

\»c-c©. 

(ai^), <i©. 

«) "I, 

jftajq? ^v> x%. 

gsHMRTqiTt^?: (feqq:), 

^q5«qq5R:, n, «iv 







(»!imTq¥Jrai^tfmt^:), 
fsitir (sqqfl??SiIf), 
f^i (qRJTif^^tEsqi), 
fN?:^*TiqV (srifinqin?!^), 

V. 

%f!??»5Ti^, ^=1, 

WS^SWlH^j 

qndf- (sftq;), \t V. 

\, >s. 

qri’S^fs:, 

qri^ifii («q^iir.«flf5i), vv, >s%. 

qtl^sqq?!?:, V'i. 

qn^rarafq^qwT^ife^ff ^ ii5T:» ^ ^ • 

siqusJl, 

siqoi?tsiq§l^qm*r!§i> 

5Tissr5Rt, 

?i5?n^ (qiw#«»3. )> 1 *> • 

«#«!#, VHj 'A’l* 

WSiJrSER:? 

W!#!, V'^, H», c^-cc. 

M («*rp??riqd«*n) 5ftq«i!#l» t«RW5^^ -aij ^'a- 


^ o o o^ 


3i«5iRrr5!^^g5['»ii55?i:, (H\»^^^'n). 






ftcqaqff^egTfif, q^qpjq^f^qqfcqq^q^^ig^qrW^f^JT^sft 
ftcqoqr 'flfe^rqf ^ i 

- fmr^ - vrrcq %q»T[cqqr^ 

V- iO^’T^q^-e*?F^ - %q»TIcqq^g 

1 iftfeURf *ir'^^lt?iq>R4t: =^ I 

H- - »Tr«q ftcqoqrf?- 

eq^p sTiiq?!^ 1 

SM^ql^q^- 3ir^# ^ - ^xm\ - 

^qf%3[R?^;?q??qffl^iq^ ‘ »n'qi4f^q^^ ’ sqi^qiellr!! i 
sqr^qrar qicqr^?rgqi^^q f^q^qq^q i 
sTf^s^^if^afi?5?si[cqqrq5ifrqT 
Igq =q i 

qroi;qqtqf^q^?[ft«r5qf^r i sj^snfq^RRR^qr sqf^rqi 
qro^f^qRqf^ qqsrf^ ?f^qri^ 

sT^qf^eiyoi f^fsrf^ i 

<^- 1*T*TT - 5iffdqr'^qr«qFq5qRqr i sqf^RRi fq^r- 
f^srq^Riq^qqfqr^i, 5Tn^c[lrq ^?5iq, sq^q^g sqf^^t =q 
qt??f[qiqr R^rqgqqj^o^qf^^q^q 

sqr^qr f^Rsrfe i 



2 

s^TT^r 1 5Il?W^fqR^ifT^^c[r;^qfliqi?Tr: 
3?i?[qiT0iqqT: gf%5I?*Tlf^'^^f- I 

?o. i;5r^ITG^Tr;|c(T^%^5ft (^cft^ ^^^*T:) - 5f;^|?ifq. 
^^oiiifcqsqnjqr I j%?T«ftqq>?3i5qi^qrq^q 

1 3 sjfirqq- 

n* »7fiT:) - 51fwq1^- 

5qifq^?0I-«!?q'q5Tifqq;^0HTfcq^q^[^pqr 1 

r^qqr: ?T^i^ar: i 

sieiidirqqr^'qRrw 

i ^acq^qi^: SfEg^^q «3qsf^ q[q^q»[: ^o[i;^qfq,S- 
qR^?cqq3qqf^sqTqic[fqg ^5%aq, i 

? ^(?-=l) -^^r^af^f^cifp.'Jiq:, 
9IIffe»q^Fq^'^iq^^ l%^ojg[q^f% I 

?«• l^gifT5rtoT¥fR^T: (^-«-^) - 
qqkr*^, 5iii^^o[F?eq^qRq^qq,, «ii;q[^qfqqi?q^qif^f|qw 
f%5i^qf^?oiqqqq i 

?V (^-^) - 

si^qrqr?^!^^ q^j^oq’i, frs’rqHf'^J^iirqRfrt siq»r5iqRq;7oi. 

iTTq^i^jftsqi^qraflc!: I sqi^qiqi 
55f«gqr lr?qr ^iqqRq*q^c[if?qi^^q) *i5#q5[: f^f^I: 1 

?V9- - wq?qicif^^<^‘Riq:9i^iJi^^5i’^ 

sqi^qiq*3[ i »Tpqq>Rl€tqT 
Rjsii^^sq i^qqPts: i 



3 


»?^i<5^f^§[^si^T0^[nWf»IsiI^T: 31^ I ^f%^^lfiTSIiq??s{ff|?zjr 
®{Ti35^j{i(^m ^ aife I 

R^qqqoftq qrfqifq %f^ i 

qo. li^tK^f^f^: (‘fe^iq^rf^cn' ) - 

qiRH5gqcia? 
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MISCONCEPTIONS ABOUT SANKARA 

Written by His Holiness Sri Sri Satchidanandendra 
Saraswati & Published by the Adhyatma Prakasha 
Karyalaya, Holenarsipur, Hassan District, Karnataka. 
Pages 130 (Crown Octavo). Price Rs. 3. 

1. I strongly recommend this book and the other one 
“ S' Ankara’s Clarification of Certain Vkdantic Concepts ” 
to be carefully studied by all the students of Philosophy 
who wish to know the views of Sri S'ankara on Advaita 
Philosophy- I cannot help expressing my deep debt of 
gratitude to such immortal works of His Holiness. 

Prof. L. C. Patil in Pathway to God ” 


2. ** The author of this small book has done a big job, 

bringing together the several misconceptions about S'ankara 
and showing how these misconceptions arise and in what 
ways the misconceptions are quite un-sound. Useful excerpts 
from original texts are given where they will serve the 
elucidation. To earnest student of S'ankara this book is 
found to be of much help in the task of rightly grasping 
S'ankarite ideas. The author rightly advises Vedanta 
Students to read the original in preference to translated 
matter and follow the principle ‘Let Sankara interpret 
S'arikara’, and be convinced that S'ankara’s teaching compre¬ 
hends, assimilates and transcends all genuine truths of 
Dwaitic Systems. 

Qjuite a number of Vedantic points on which faulty 
ideas persist in students get touched upon and rendered clear 
in this very serviceable book. ” 


R. R. in “ Vedanta Kesari ” 



The Adhuetma Prakasha Karyalaya. 

( ESTABLISHED 1920 ) 

HOLENARSIPUR. (Hassan District, S. Rlys.) 

(BANGALORE BRANCH) 

No. 68, II Block, Subbarama Chetty Lay-out, 
Thyagarajanagara — BANGALORE-560028. 

An Institution to help the interpretation of Indian 
Culture by stimulating the study and practice of 
the Adhyatma Vidya — Philosophy and Religion in 
its universal aspect — especially as revealed in the 
Upanishads and allied literature. 

1. Has so far published more than ONE 
HUNDRED AND SIXTY BOOKS in Kannada, 
English and Sanskrit. 

2. Arranges for frequent DISCUSSIONS, DIS¬ 
COURSES and PUBLIC LECTURES; VEDANTA 
GLASSES in the morning form a regular feature. 

3. Has a free-lending LIBRARY and a READ¬ 
ING ROOM for the public. 

4. Conducts a Kannada Monthly Magazine 
called the “ADHYATMA PRAKASHA”, devoted to 
jBana, Bhakti and Vairagya. 

5. Maintains a VEDANTIC COLLEGE for 
training up model students for the dissemination of 
Vedantic ideas. 


For fuller information 'please apply to tlie Secretary. 




